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Ms. This is a transcribed interview of Andrew Makridis. Chairman 
Jordan and Chairman Turner have requested this interview as part of the committee's 
oversight of the CIA. 

Would the witness please state your name for the record. 

Mr. Makridis. Andrew Makridis. 

Ms. Now counsel will state their names for the record. 

a - 

Ms. Je. Hold up. 

Ms. a. Sorry. Sorry. First, time going through this particular preamble. 

Sorry, Joel. If you would like to state your name for the record. 

Mr. Green. Sure. Joel Green and Courtney Murray, WilmerHale, for 
Mr. Makridis. 

Ms. Thank you. 

On behalf of the committees, | would like to thank you for appearing here today to 
answer our questions. The chairmen also appreciate your willingness to appear 
voluntarily. 

My name ss ie, and | am here with Chairman Jordan's staff. 

I'll now have everyone else from the committees who are here at the table 


introduce themselves as well. 


Ms. J. ae. Chairman Jordan's staff. 

Mr. ae. a counsel for HPSCI, minority. 

Ms. a. | with Ranking Member Nadler's staff. 
Ms. a. SSS with Ranking Member Nadler's staff. 
Ms. i. PR, HPsci majority. 

Mr. a. a, Mr. Jordan's staff. 


24 


25 


Mr. a. GR with the Hesci majority. 
Ms. a. —— Chairman Jordan's staff. 
Ms. J. en Chairman Jordan's staff. 


Ms. J. | believe, Mr. Makridis, you're accompanied by another attorney as 
well. If you'd like to state your name for the record. 

Ms. Murray. Courtney Murray, WilmerHale. 

Ms. J. Thank you. 

Ms. ae. I'd like to now go over the ground rules and guidelines that we will 
follow during today's interview. 

Our questioning will proceed in rounds. The majority will ask questions first for 
one hour and then the minority will have an opportunity to ask questions for an equal 
period of time if they chose. We will alternate back and forth until there are no more 
questions, and the interview is over. 

Typically, we take a short break at the end of each hour, but if would you like to 
take a break apart from that, please just let us know. 

As you can see, there is an official court reporter taking down everything we say to 
make a written record. So we ask that you give verbal responses to all questions. 

Do you understand? 

Mr. Makridis. | do. 

Ms. ae. So the court reporter can take down a clear record, we will do our 
best to limit the number of people directing questions at you during any given hour to 
just those people on the staff whose turn it is. 

Please try and speak clearly so the court reporter can understand and so the folks 
down at the end of the table can hear you. 


It's important that we don't talk over one another or interrupt each other, if we 
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can help it, and that goes for everyone present at today's interview. 

We want you to answer our questions in the most complete and truthful manner 
possible, so we will take our time. 

If you have any questions or if you do not understand one of our questions, please 
let us know. 

Our questions will cover a wide range of topics, so if you need clarification at any 
point, just say so. 

If you honestly don't know the answer to a question or do not remember, it's best 
not to guess. Please give us your best recollection, and it's okay to tell us if you learned 
information from someone else. Just indicate how you came to know the information. 

If there are things you don't know or can't remember, just say so, and please 
inform us who, to the best of your knowledge, might be able to provide a more complete 
answer to the question. 

You should also understand that although this interview is not under oath, that, by 
law, you are required to answer questions from Congress truthfully. 

Do you understand? 

Mr. Makridis. | do. 

Ms. ie. This also applies to questions posed by congressional staff in an 
interview. 

Do you understand. 

Mr. Makridis. | do. 

Ms. aa. Witnesses that knowingly provide false testimony could be subject 
to criminal prosecution for perjury or for making false statements under 18 U.S.C. Section 
1001. 


Do you understand this? 
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Mr. Makridis. | do. 

Ms. a. Is there any reason you are unable to provide truthful answers to 
today's questions? 

Mr. Makridis. No. 

Ms. aa. Finally, I'd like to make note that the content of what we discuss 
here today is confidential. We ask that you not speak about what we discuss in this 
interview to anyone outside to preserve the integrity of our investigation. 

For the same reasons, the marked exhibits that we will use today will remain with 
the court reporter so they can go in the full transcript. And any copies of those exhibits 
will be returned to us when we wrap up. 

That's the end of my preamble. 

Is there anything that my colleagues from the minority would like to add? 

Ms. a. We just thank the witness for taking the time to join us today. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Makridis. Thank you. 

Ms. ae. Excellent. 

So the clock now reads 10:05 A.M. We'll start with the first hour of questioning. 

Mr. Makridis. Okay. 

EXAMINATION 
By MS. a : 

Q  SoMr. Makridis, where did you go to college? 

A As an undergraduate, | went to the University of Buffalo, and graduate 
school at Rochester Institute of Technology. 

Q_ Great. 


And what was your degree in? 
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A Undergraduate was engineering and graduate school was computer science. 


Q And when did you graduate? 

A From graduate school? 

Q_ Either. 

A Undergraduate was '82 and then '85 or 6, somewhere in there for graduate 


school. 

Q Okay, great. 

And can you tell us about your professional background? 

A Sure. | came to the Agency as a student while | was in graduate school and 
spent a summer at the Agency, went back to graduate school, and then was hired on. | 
came on board to CIA in 1986 and then retired at the end of '22. So 38 years. 

Q Okay, so you've spent your whole initial leg of your career at the CIA? 

A Sort of a lifetime, yes. 

Q Awesome. 

Have you held any other positions within the Federal Government or just within 
the CIA during that time period? 

A No. All my positions were internal to CIA. 

Q_ Excellent. 

And what was the last title you held at the CIA? 

A My last job at CIA was chief operating officer, which used to be called the 
executive director. 

Q Okay. 

A The name changed, but it was chief operating officer. | did that for the last 
4 years of my career. 


Q Okay, great. 
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And what was that time frame, relatively? 

A 2018 to '22. 

Q Okay. Excellent. 

And could you tell us a little more about your responsibilities and role as the chief 
operating officer, acknowledging that we're in an unclassified setting? 

A Yeah. The chief operating officer, as it's structured today, is responsible for 
the day-to-day running of the organization, which is a very, you know, wide breadth of 
issues, everything from the mundane issues like the cafeteria to significant issues like 
moving things around the world. 

Also responsible for the budget process, strategic planning for the organization, 
and any other things that sort of come up during my period. 

You know, one of the big issues was COVID and helping manage the Agency 
through that time period. And COVID, as you know, we can't work from home. So that 
was probably one of the biggest challenges during my time as chief operating officer. 

Q Okay, great. 

And so would you say that -- you know, you mentioned strategy as a key part of 
the COO's role within the CIA. Would you say that that's a multi-year strategy, 
forward-looking approach that you would be responsible for? 

A Itis. I'm responsible for the process, not necessarily just coming up with 
the strategy but putting together the process by which we sort of come with a 3-, 5-year 
strategy for the organization. That's correct. 

Q_ Thank you. 

And what do you do now? 

A | retired at the end of '22. |dosomeconsulting work. Iteach. | taught 


at Yale in the fall, and now I'm teaching at the Bush School here in Washington, Texas 
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A&M Bush School. 

Q Okay. 

Is the consulting firm that you work for called Beacon Global Strategies? 

A _ That's one of the companies | work for, that is correct. 

Q Is that a full-time position? 

No. No, it's part-time, as needed, consulting with clients, as required. 

Q Okay. 

How did you come to select that role as your option post retirement, as one of the 
firms you would consult for? 

A Actually, | was approached by Jeremy Bash and Michael Allen when | retired. 
They had some interest in my background and thought |, you know, could be useful to 
some of their clients. And so that's how that started. 

Q Okay. 

So would you say that one of the key functions of Beacon Global Strategies is to 
consult on national security, concerns that fold in with your previous role at CIA? 

A Some are national security concerns but others, honestly, are just sort of 
geopolitical, you know, what's the environment look like, and, you know, you name the 
country or the issue. So it's a mix. 

Q Okay. Thank you. 

And so you mentioned that you teach, and you consult with other private firms as 
well? 

A _ Right. 

Q Okay. Great. Thank you. 

So now I'd like to just ask, are you familiar with the October 14, 2020, New York 


Post story regarding Hunter Biden's laptop? 
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A | didn't -- | have not read the story. 
Q Okay. 
Could we actually enter exhibit 1. 
[Makridis Exhibit No. 1 
was marked for identification. ] 
Ms. aa. Which is the sorry, just for your reference, so that you can be 


familiar with it. | don't think there is going to be any in-depth if? 


Ms. J. | don't think there is going to be any in-depth examination on it. 


We just want to make sure you have it for your reference. 


Ms. Yes. Thank you. 


Mr. Green. We'll take a minute to take a look at it here. 


By MS. a: 


Q But just generally, you're aware that this story was published? 
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A I'm aware there were news stories. Like | said, | certainly haven't read this 
one. 

Q Okay. 

Are you aware if anyone else at the CIA might have been familiar with this or read 
the story? 


A | would have no way of knowing that. 


Q Okay. Thank you. 


| guess -- so you didn't have any kind of reaction to this article or the articles that 


you were aware of that were written on a similar topic? 


A | don't think | read any of the articles. | just knew there were stories about 


it. But, no, so! don't have any reaction. 


BY Ms. ae: 
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Q And when did you come to know that there were stories circulating about a 
laptop that was owned by Hunter Biden? 

A | think it was in the news at the time. So when you start to see the 
headlines, you see those stories, but | didn't delve into any of them. 

Q__ _Inor around October 2020, things contemporaneous with the publishing? 

A Or shortly thereafter is my guess, but | don't recall when | first sort of 
became aware of the actual stories. 

By Ms. a : 

Q Okay. Thank you. 

And are you aware that there was a reactionary statement published by 51 former 
intelligence officials in regards to this story on October 19th? It's the statement on 
Hunter Biden's emails, | believe, is the main title. 

A _ That letter came through the Agency for classification review. 

Q Okay. Great. 

I'd actually like to enter that statement into the record. 

[Makridis Exhibit No. 2 
was marked for identification. ] 
By MS. i: 

Q  Soas you answered a moment ago, this was submitted to the Agency for 
prepublication review? 

A Classification -- prepublication classification review. 


Q__ So the PCRB -- 


A PCRB. 
Q- -- received this initially? 
A Correct. 
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Q How would you characterize the public statement? 
Mr. Green. I'msorry. What do you mean by that? 
By ws. oe : 

Q | guess, you know, would you say that it was just, you know, a statement 
written in reaction? Was it something that you were aware of prior to its submission to 
the PCRB? | guess just how would you describe it as an article? 

A | was not aware of it before | saw it when it came to my office. You know, 
it was a process issue for me, |-- avery defined process about when these kind of 
things would come through my office. 

Q = So you have no involvement in the drafting of this statement? 

A No. 

Q Did you provide any advice or guidance to the individuals who crafted or 
signed the statement? 

A | did not. 

Q Okay. 

And when, about, where you first made aware of the statement? You do you 
remember general dates? 

A You know, | first saw it, you know, the 19th or 20th, whenever this sort of 
came up. 

Q Okay. And the PCRB sent this directly to your office? 

A Do you want me to go through the process here? 

Q_ That would be great, yeah. 

A So the process that the Agency operated under, the director of CIA at the 
time, Gina Haspel, was concerned sometimes that things would appear in the press that 


she was not aware of. And so she asked for articles that went through the 
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Prepublication Classification Review Board. | realize that's a mouthful. 

It would come up to my office, at least initially, for a heads-up, a situational 
awareness kind of thing. 

So once the Prepublication Classification Review Board went through the 
document, whatever it was, worked whatever clearance issues, if there were any, in the 
document, it would then surface to my office. 

The general rule of thumb or the general procedure was anything written by a 
former senior, | would alert the director or the deputy director, depending on the day and 
who was available, and then the process would move forward. 

Q___Isit astandard procedure under -- you know, in your 37-about years of 
working for the CIA for the COO's office to be involved in the PCRB's approval process? 

A So we're not involved in the approval process at all. You know, when the 
documents would come up to my office, they were already done. The Prepublication 
Classification Review Board had already completed their work. 

And so it was purely a this is going to appear, potentially, in the press, or whatever 
it is, and then | would notify the director or the deputy, and the process would be 
completed. 

So there was no approval or disapproval. 

By ws. ae: 

Q So would you say that the review work, that the PCRB would take a look, 
check to see if there was any classified information, then it would come to you for all 
documents or just documents that were written by former senior officials? 

A So, you know, book manuscripts, things like that typically didn't come up. 
Usually, it would be, you know, op-eds or things of that nature. But, you know, my 


focus was anything written by a senior is what the director wanted to be given a heads-up 
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on. So that's what | would do depending on the article. 

Q_ Sothen after you determined that the article that you received was written 
by a former senior official, then you would alert either the director and deputy director. 
Is that correct? 

A Correct. 

Q And what did that process look like? Was that just, hey, heads-up, this is 
coming? Was there aconversation? How did that typically look? 

A So the typical process was, you know, once | saw it and sort of saw that it 
was from a former senior, | would bring it to the attention of either the director or deputy 
director. It would depend on the day, who was available. 

You know, the director wanted us to move expeditiously on all pieces. Didn't 
want to create a bottleneck in the process. 

So | would inform them, and we really didn't have discussions about the pieces 
other than this is going to appear in some periodical. 

Q_ And how did it work in this case with the statement? 

A You know, | don't recall exactly, but the process that | just described is 
probably, you know, the way it worked. | would have stepped across the hall and said, 
here's an article. It's come up from the Prepublication Classification Review Board. 
They said there is no classified init. It's going to run. 

And then | would move on to other things in a very busy day. 

Q_ And since this statement was being signed by Director Brennan, Director 
Clapper, Director Panetta, Director Morell, do you know if you flagged this for the 
awareness of the director or deputy director? 

A _ They would have seen -- you know, if | provided them a copy, which is 


probably the -- which is my normal process, they would have seen, you know, who the 
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authors were. 

So, again, | don't have -- | have no recollection of us actually discussing the piece 
other than, you know, heads-up. And then, you know, | went off to figure out how to 
take care of COVID. 

Q_ Then this statement would have been classified as something that would 
have risen to the level of being written by former senior officials. Is that correct? 

A Sure. 

By vs. i: 

Q Okay. Great. 

| would actually like to step back in time and ask about the process by which it was 
submitted to the PCRB initially. 

You're aware that Michael Morell submitted this to the PCRB for approval, 
correct? 

A Correct. 

Q_ And are you aware that in Mr. Morell's initial request to the PCRB for review 
that he described this statement as a rush job, and it needs to go out as soon as possible? 

A No, | don't recall knowing that at the time. | would like to enter exhibit 3. 

[Makridis Exhibit No. 3 
was marked for identification. ] 
By Ms a: 

Q Which will be a Michael Morell email to the PCRB dated October 19, 2020. 
This, once you have a chance to review, does contain the statements that | just alluded 
to. 

A Okay. 


Q Do you know how long it normally takes the PCRB to review a statement 
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submitted for -- that will ultimately be externally published? 

A It depends on if they find things that they believe are classified, then there is 
an iterative process with the author. If they see nothing classified, it can be done 
relatively quickly. 

Q Do you think that it normally takes them about a day or a few days to get 
things done? 

A | would often see pieces the same day they were submitted if they didn't 
touch on classified. 

Q Okay. 

And do you have any idea why Mr. Morell described the statement as a rush job to 
the PCRB? 

A | don't know. | mean, you would have to ask him. | don't know why he 
would have said that. 

Q Based on your interactions with the PCRB and your office's role in flagging 
some of their approved pieces for senior staff within the CIA, do you know what would 
qualify as a rush job? 

A You know, just because it was characterized that way, | don't know that the 
PCRB did anything unique. You could certainly ask them. 

But, you know, why Mr. Morell wrote this, | don't know. 

Q_ And as we've discussed, this came to your office on the same day, 

October 19th. You flagged it for individuals in the senior staff chain, and this was 
ultimately published on October 19, 2020 in Politico. 

So the PCRB was able to review and approve this statement to be published within 
one day. This is -- would you say that this is a fast review process or about right for 


something that does not have classified information? 
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A It's about right for a short piece that doesn't have classified information in it. 

Q Okay. Great. 

And were you aware that the Biden campaign was considering Mr. Morell to serve 
as either director of national intelligence or to potentially run the CIA in the, you know, 
upcoming Biden administration, during the same time period in which he was 
spearheading this effort to publish the statement? 

A No, | was unaware of any of those kind of discussions. 

Q_ Great. 

And so when the Office of the Chief Operating Officer was made aware of this 
statement prior to its publication, was that directly -- were you directly made aware of it 
or did it come to your office generally? 

A It would come to my staff. 

Q Come to your staff? 

A _ Typically. 

Q_ And did your staff bring it directly to you? 

A _ That's what they would do, yes. 

Q_ That's what they would do. 

And so this was, again, as we've established, you were made aware of this 
because it contains senior official signatures and would be externally published. 

| would like to enter exhibit 4. 

[Makridis Exhibit No. 4 
was marked for identification. ] 
By Ms 
Q. Which is a production from the CIA to the House Judiciary Committee and 


the House Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence dated February 7, 2024. And | 
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would like for you at this point in time to look at the pages Bates numbered CIA 230 
through 231? 

A I'msorry. CIA -- 

Q So the Bates stamp at the bottom corner. 

A Oh, I'm sorry, 230. Okay. 


Ms. a. And take your time to review. 


By vs. i : 


Q_ Yes. 

A 230 and 231? 
Q Correct. 

A Okay. 


Q Soon the page Bates stamped 230, which should be the first page that you 
read, at the top of the page there is an email that says, "You may notify former DDCIA 
Morell. Thank you." 

And could you please read for me the signature block of that email. 

A Executive assistant, Office of the Chief Operating Officer. 

Q_ Thank you. 

So as you've told us, it was a standard part of your role to notify senior officials 
that there was going to be something published that may be relevant to the CIA's 
operations. 

In this particular chain, it appears that the Office of the Chief Operating Officer is 
speaking back to the PCRB, letting them know that they may give final approval to 
Mr. Morell for publication. 

Is that an accurate description? 


A _ The approval word is -- we didn't approve or disapprove things, myself, the 


24 


25 


20 


director, the deputy director. It was simply a notification. So once we were -- once | 
had notified the director or the deputy director, | would tell my executive assistants. 
They would close the loop with the Prepublication Classification Review Board and tell 
them that, you know, the notification had occurred. 

So as long as you understand that there's not an approval step here. This is 
purely a heads-up. 

Q_ Sodo you notify every -- or request that the PCRB notify every author of a 
statement that is going to be publicly published that the senior staff has been notified? 


Mr. Green. I'msorry. Could you repeat that question? 


Ms. ae. Absolutely. 
By MS. a: 


Q_ Sois it a standard procedure for the COO's office to talk to the PCRB once 
senior staff has been notified so that they may let the original submitter of a document 
for review know that that process has occurred? 

A Is it -- I'msorry. — I'm just struggling with the distinction you're trying to get 
at. 

Q_ | guess | just am wondering if it is not your role to approve or disapprove of 
the publication of a document that the PCRB has approved of, why would you need to 
notify Mr. Morell that the senior staff has been made aware of this document? 

A Oh, so, you know, one of my executive assistants wrote this. | think they 
were just purely telling the Prepublication Classification Review Board that the 
notification had occurred. They could have easily sort of said notification completed. 

Why they chose those words and included Mr. Morell's name in there, | don't 
know. 


Q_ Right. And so it would be standard for your executive assistant to 
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communicate in this fashion with the PCRB? 

A Sure. 

Q But it's not standard for them to say that you may notify Mr. Morell that this 
interaction has occurred? 

A Why they chose that specific language, | don't know. 

Mr. Green. AndI'msorry. | think there is one link that may be missing here. | 
don't know that we've established that the PCRB told Mr. Morell that senior agency 
officials had been notified. 

Ms. Correct. 

Mr. Green. | mean, if you want to ask Mr. Makridis that, he can give you his view 
on it. 

By VS. a: 

Q__ Did the PCRB make such notification, to your knowledge? 

A | don't know. _ | think it's unlikely that that would be the process they would 
undertake. | think they would just tell the author the piece is completed. 

Q Okay. 

BY MS. ae: 

Q___ So is this your office just notifying the PCRB that, like, hey, my work on this is 
done. I've flagged it for the senior staff. You can tell Mr. Morell that he can go ahead 
and publish it, separate of your review? 

A Amore precise, you know, interpretation here or language that probably 
should have been used is, you know, to tell the Prepublication Classification Review Board 
notification had been completed without the inclusion of any names, right, because this 
was an issue between the Prepublication Classification Review Board and our 7th floor. 


So it was not intended to be go tell the author. Sol can't speak to why those -- it 
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was written in this way. 

Q__ Soit was like just one box that needed to be checked before the PCRB would 
say, Okay, this piece has been cleared? 

A _ Right. 

By ws. oe : 
Q Did anyone in your office express concerns about the content of the letter? 
Certainly not to me. 

Q_ Notto you. 

Did anyone else at the CIA who you interacted with express concerns? 

A | didn't discuss the letter with anybody. So1! don't think there was any 
opportunity to express concerns. 

Ms. a. Did you, yourself, undertake any sort of review of the letter, or was 
it just simply a function of you would print it out and you would go hand it to the deputy 
director or the director? 

Mr. Makridis. Pretty close to that. | would look at it. You know, look at it 
very quickly to make sure that it was something that | just needed to bring to their 
attention. Clearly thiswas. AndIdidthat. But! did not undertake a thorough 
reading, review of the letter. 

Again, | just want to emphasize we were a few weeks away from trying to get the 
workforce vaccinated. My time was spent trying to figure out how to get vaccines 
overseas. It was the beginning of a new budget cycle. | was just following the process. 

By MS. ae: 

Q_ Are you aware if the CIA's PCRB made any edits to the statement before it 

was published? 


A The way it came up, | assumed it was the way it went in, but | don't know 
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that that would be a question for the PCRB. 

Q_ Thank you. 

Now | would like to look at another page in exhibit 4, Bates stamped 233. I'll give 
you a second to look through that. 

Mr. Green. Sorry. Is it 232 to 233, or is it 233? | don't know if it's a second 
page of the email that begins on 232. The reason | ask is because it doesn't look like 
there is. 

Ms. ae. Right. No, it's just the contents of the bottom page of 233 that 
we'll focus on for right now. 

Mr. Makridis. But it starts right here at the bottom of -- 

Mr. Green. You should read 232 and 233. 

Ms. a. Yes. 

Mr. Green. And! know there's a lot of redaction here, but just so the record is 
clear, we don't have any reason to believe that Mr. Makridis was a recipient of this email. 
Is that correct? Or he's not listed. 

Ms. ae He is not listed. 

Mr. Green. Thank you. 

Mr. Makridis. Okay. 

By MS. a: 

Q_ Great. 

So I'd like to read into the record at the bottom of the page Bates stamped 233. 
"Here is a PCRB submission of interest for OPA's situational awareness. PCRB received 
for review the attached talking points for media engagement on the Hunter Biden laptop 
story. The manuscript is by former DO officer, Marc Polymeropoulos. PCRB has 


determined the manuscript contains classified information, the removal of which would 
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enable publication." 

Do you see that? 

A | do see that. 

Q Soon October 20, 2020, the day after the statement was published, this 
email was sent with the subject line: "PCRB Item of Interest, 20 October, two of two." 

These are talking points for media engagement on the Hunter Biden laptop story 
that the PCRB flagged for CIA's Office of Public Affairs, as denoted in the statement we 
just read. 

There is an email address cc'd on the account denoted as DIR_COO_EAS. Tothe 
best of your knowledge, what was that account associated with? Was that associated 
with the Office of Chief Operating Officer? 

A Yeah, the EAS is executive assistants. So, yes. 

Q_ Great. 

And so in its review, the PCRB found that some portions of those talking points 
included classified information based on this email, correct? 

A _ That's what it seems to say, yes. 

Q Based on the contents of the PCRB's email and the fact that the related 
statements had already been published prior to the approval of these talking points, 
would you say that Mr. Morell and Mr. Polymeropoulos could have been mistaken in their 
assertion that we are 100 percent confident it does not contain classified information 
when referencing the October 19th statement, as they did when submitting to the PCRB? 

Mr. Green. I'msorry. A couple of questions, actually. When you say related 
statements, what -- | read this as attached talking points to a different document than 
what we had just previously spoke about. 


Ms. When | say related statement, | mean the October 19th public 
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statement that was submitted by Mr. Morell and Mr. Polymeropoulos to the PCRB for 
review. 
Mr. Green. Okay. AndI'msorry. Do you mind -- can we have the question 


read back, or do you want to repeat the question? 


Ms. Absolutely. 
By vs. i : 


Q So the PCRB found that the talking points submitted by Mr. Polymeropoulos 
related to the October 19th statement did contain classified information. Do you think 
that Mr. Morell could, therefore, have been mistaken in his assertion to the PCRB, as we 
saw in the previous exhibit, that they were 100 percent confident it does not contain 
classified information? 

A | don't know. | don't recall ever seeing this document. | don't recall ever 
seeing the actual talking points. So | just don't know what the reference here is on 
classified information that the PCRB saw. Soldon't know.  |don't know. 

Q Do you think, based on the fact that during its cursory review, the PCRB did 
find aspects of the media talking points, which were not fit for public consumption, that -- 

A I'm sorry. The media talking points or the article? 

Q_ The media talking points, that they found classified information that was not 
fit for public consumption. 

Do you think that the CIA could have conducted further review of the original 
October 19th statement based on the fact that both were, you know, published within a 
day? 

A | think this would -- | don't know. The question would probably go back to 
PCRB to understand what it is that they found classified, what the overlap was with 


potentially the letter. — | just -- | don't know. 
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Q  Doyou have any concerns that Mr. Morell and Mr. Polymeropoulos had 
been, you know, shopping the statement around for signatures prior to their submission 
of the PCRB, in which the PCRB was, you know, ultimately able to determine that there 
hadn't been classified information in the statement but, you know, it hadn't been 
reviewed yet, it could have contained classified information that they had not, you know, 
meant to include, but it could have been in there? 

Do you think that maybe it would have been more appropriate for them to submit 
to the PCRB first and then seek signatures? 

A Yeah. And you know, not having participated in the authorship of the 
letter or the coordination process they went through, you know, | don't know what steps 
they took to protect the information that they were putting in a letter. So, you know, 
that's a question for, you know, Mr. Morell or the other co-authors. 

Q Okay. Thank you. 

I'm now looking at page 232 -- 

A Going back. 

Q_ --which is the top email associated with this chain. Could you please read 
the contents of the email at the top of the page, just the written contents. 

A "Interesting to see what was submitted and approved by PCRB. Please do 
not forward." 

Q_ And could you please read the signature block? 

A Branch Chief, Nontraditional Intelligence Threats Branch, 
Counterintelligence Mission Center. 

Q Is that particular signature block associated with the CIA? 

A Most likely. | mean, given, you know, the title, but | don't know who the 


person is. 
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Q_ Sohave you ever seen this email before? 

A | certainly don't recall seeing it. 

Q What do you think the branch chief meant when saying that it was 
interesting that the PCRB had approved the statement and the talking points? 

A | don't have aview. | don't know what he or she focused on and what they 
found interesting. Sol don't know. 

Q Do you think that it is possible that the branch chief might have been 
referencing the nature of the statement just mere weeks before the 2020 Presidential 
election? 

A Gosh, | have no idea. 

Q _ Butdo you think it's possible that could have been a concern? 

A | think a lot of things are possible. The Agency is an apolitical organization. 
| don't know what he or she --_| don't even know if it was a he or she -- what the 
reference was here or if they were careless with their words. | don't know. 

Q Do you think that the branch chief might have been referencing the fact that 
former senior intelligence officials were using their former titles to spread information 
that was untrue about the Hunter Biden laptop story based on, you know, suppositions 
that it was Russian election interference? 

A | don't know. This is a question best addressed by the branch chief. 

Q But, again, it could be possible that that was a concern? 

Many things are possible. | just have no idea what he or she was thinking. 

Q  Doyou personally believe that it was appropriate for the former senior 
intelligence officials to use their titles to discredit a story that was unfavorable to the 
Biden campaign weeks before the election? 


A Look, | honestly wasn't focused on the letter. | just, you know, performed a 
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process in the middle of a very busy week, month, you know, latter part of ayear. Sol 
didn't form an opinion, and | just moved on. 
BY MR. TRAINOR: 

Q  Butas you sit here today, Mr. Makridis, what is your opinion? 

A Look, | spent 38 years at CIA, apolitical. | didn't engage in politics. I've 
chosen to do the same now that I'm on the outside. And so that's the path I've chosen. 

| can't speak for the authors and why they chose that particular path. 

Q Mr. Makridis, it's a very simple question. | don't think it undercuts your 
view that you've served apolitically. 

My colleague is asking you, in your judgment, was this appropriate for them to use 
their titles in this fashion? 

Mr. Green. What do you mean by appropriate? 

Mr. Trainor. Well, was it appropriate for former senior intelligence agency 
officials to leverage their titles to put a piece out prior to an election. Appropriate. 
Something is inappropriate, not appropriate, ethical, unethical. You can use your 
judgment on what we're talking about. 

Mr. Green. Appropriate under the PCRB process, under Agency guidelines, 
under general -- 

Mr. Trainor. No,no.  I'llmakeit easier. Under his opinion as a former 
intelligence officer. 

Mr. Makridis. | would not have done this because | think you stay clear -- | 
personally believe you stay clear of politics. So but that's my view. I'm not suggesting 
anything about anybody who wrote -- whoever signed the letter. 


By MS. a : 


Q_ Thank you. 
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And do you think that the branch chief might have had any concerns about the 
rushed nature of this statement, as Mr. Morell described it? 

A | certainly don't take that away from the one sentence here, but, again, a 
question for the branch chief. 

Q Okay. 

| would like to submit a production from the CIA to the House Judiciary Committee 
and House Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence, which is dated March 29, 2024, 
which | believe would be the fifth exhibit. 

[Makridis Exhibit No. 5 
was marked for identification. ] 
By vs. ae: 

Q_ I'll give you time to review this. 

And for this, we will look at the page Bates stamped 157. It should be the third 
page in, | believe. 

A Okay. 157? 

Q 157, yes. 

So the bottom email, which will be the first in this particular chain, reading from 
the bottom up, could you please read the contents of that bottom email to me? 

A "This frustrates me. | don't think it is helpful to the Agency in the long run. 
Sigh." 

Q_ And it includes a URL link to the Politico article, which does link to the 
October 19th statement on the Hunter Biden email story signed by 51 former intelligence 
officials. 

Why do you think this individual was frustrated by the publication of the 


statement? 
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Mr. Green. I'm sorry, and, again, for the record, Mr. Makridis is not a recipient 
on this. Is that fair? 

Ms. ae Based on the redactions that we have been given by the Agency, 
we cannot confirm if Mr. Makridis was an a recipient. 

Mr. Green. Okay. 

Mr. Makridis. | don't recall this email. But why was the person frustrated? | 
don't know. | guess it's an interesting question to ask the person. Again, | don't recall 
this email. 

By MS. a: 

Q  Doyou have any personal frustrations with the October 19th statement? 

A You know, | think the Agency's work is best done when it sort of doesn't sort 
of splash across the press in any way, but that's a general statement, and | think most Cl 
officers would sort of say the same. 

BY MR. TRAINOR: 

Q What do you mean, exactly? 

A We have a very important mission to protect the country and the public, and 
| think that's, you know, best done without, you know, a bunch of publicity. 

Q Do you think Mr. Morell knew that as well? 

A You would have to ask him. _ | think it's a general statement that | think a lot 
of people believe, but | don't know. 

Q Doyou have a relationship with Mr. Morell? 

A Yeah, | know him. _ I've known him for 20 years or so. 

Q  Howwould you describe him? Friends? Acquaintances? Business? 

A Somewhere between friends and acquaintances. We intersect on business. 


| knew him at the Agency. He was President Bush's briefer before | became President 
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Bush's briefer. 
Q __ Have you spoken to him about the October 19th letter? 
A No. 
By Ms. i: 

Q_ Did Mr. Morell, seeing that he was the Presidential briefer prior to yourself, 
did you guys have any interactions on, you know, how to do that job, how to uphold that 
position? 

A Sure. That's just like any other job when you take over from someone, you 
sort of learn the ropes before you do the job. 

Q_ So based on the interactions that you had regarding, you know, that position 
and others that you might have held that interacted with Mr. Morell at the Agency, do 
you think that he shared a similar sort of moral compass on when to engage on political 
items and when to not? 

A You know, that's not a topic that we ever discussed. You know, it was 
really focused on the business of the organization, whether it was being a briefer or, you 
know, other roles. So we didn't really discuss things of that nature. 

Q Okay. 

Now, the second part of this sentence that you've read, "I don't think that it is 
helpful to the Agency in the long run," do you have any idea what this individual might 
have meant by that statement? 

A | don't know. 

Q_ As we discussed earlier, part of your role as the COO was to help implement 
and manage the multi-year strategy of the CIA. Do you think, based on your own 
knowledge as the CIA, that this statement was helpful to the Agency in the long run? 


A You know, the CIA strategy is a big, broad thing about analysis, collection, 
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resources. So that's what | was engaged in. You know, whether or not someone 
believed that this was helpful or unhelpful, | can't comment. 
BY MR. TRAINOR: 

Q Well, sort of based on your prior assertion that you don't think that the 
Agency's work should be splashed all over the press. You know, on that operating 
assumption, is it fair to say that you did not think this was helpful? You would share 
these sentiments? 

A _ As|Isaid, you know, people do what they choose. | have not engaged in 
this kind of activity or, you know, anything that might be politicized or political. So, you 
know -- 

Q_ So let me ask it a different way. Is politicizing the CIA's work helpful? 


A As a broad question, is politicizing CIA's work helpful? Not really. 


Q Why not? 

A | think it's a distraction. 

Q_ Soit's frustrating? 

A Whoever wrote this, yes. Clearly they were frustrated. Again, | don't -- | 


don't know. And I don't know what was frustrating them. It could be many things, 
right? 
By MS. i : 

Q_ Right. 

And where you are now, where you sit now, do you think that this statement was 
politicized? 

Mr. Green. Sorry. Which statement are we talking about? The email or are 
we talking about the -- 


Ms. The October 19th statement? 
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Mr. Makridis. The letter? 
By MS. ie 
Q Signed by Mr. Morell, Mr. Polymeropoulos and 51 others. 
A Well, I'm sitting here talking to a committee, so | guess the answer is, yes, it's 
become political. 
Q Do you think their initial intent was to be political? 
| don't know. Again, | didn't participate. No one asked me about the 
letter. 
BY MR. TRAINOR: 
Q But you've read the letter, correct? 
Sure. Well, you know, | had to sort of see it before | showed it to the 
director, and certainly | read it before coming in today. 
Q Well, at the time you showed it to the director, did it strike you as a political 
article? 
A It struck me as an opinion piece. And beyond that -- 
Q_ And what did it strike you as reading it again in preparation for this 
interview? 
A Same. It was an opinion piece. 
Q Opinion piece of -- it's a political opinion piece, right? Drafted before an 
election, right? October surprise. You're familiar with these ideas, these concepts. 
Mr.Green. Sorry. What was the question? 
BY MR. TRAINOR: 
Q_ The question is, in your experience, given what the opinion piece was 
conveying, when it was conveyed, what it was conveying, it's fair to say it was a political 


opinion piece in your judgment? 
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A You know, given this, as you said, the timing and the nature of the piece, it 
certainly could be construed that way. 

Q Do you construe it that way? 

A Look, | didn't focus on it. |trulydid not. | just had so many things going 
onatthetime. It was like, okay, here's another opinion piece. It wasn't the first. — It 
wasn't the last that | saw. | just moved on. 

Q__Idon't doubt it, Mr. Makridis. | think this might be helpful to explain why 
we're asking these questions. This is part of Congressional oversight. 

A _ Yes, absolutely. 

Q_ And one of the things we value with witnesses, say you, for instance, with a 
deep experience in this world, right -- we're staffers. We don't -- so we rely on 
witnesses to come forward and to give us information to satisfy our constitutional 
obligation. 

So recognizing at the time you didn't -- you're saying these were my feelings at the 
time. But here you are, right. You have read it again in preparation. Presumably, 
maybe we shouldn't presume anything, but you're aware that this thing mushroomed. 

So then the question becomes -- well, of course, | lost my train of thought. 

The question becomes, in your experience, this is a political document, and it's 
ultimately unhelpful to the Agency. Fair to say? 

A Well, that's what the author of this said, that it was unhelpful to the Agency. 
So clearly someone felt that way. 

Q_ But!I'masking you. How do you feel? 

A You know, | saw so many opinion pieces during my time. It's -- you know, 
people have various thoughts, and after they leave the Agency, they are free to express 


them, right. And so -- 
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Q Well, let me ask you this. Have you seen anything like the public statement 
in all of your years of experience? 

A Like? You mean with that many -- what's the like? 

By vs. i : 

QI think, you know, with that many signatories, of that caliber, who had all 
held prestigious positions within the Intelligence Community, especially in the CIA, people 
you knew personally. 

A No, | had not seen anything of that nature. 

BY MR. TRAINOR: 

Q_ So did that strike you at the time that you read it? 

A Certainly the number of signatories. You know, one of the reasons that | 
showed it to the director or deputy director was this is being signed by a lot of people 
who used to sit in your chairs, so you should be aware. 

Q__ So that's significant? 

A So from that perspective, it's significant. Former directors, deputy 
directors, you know, that rises to the level where | felt that | wanted to make sure the 
director and the deputy director were aware. 

By vs. i : 

Q = Andwhen you did speak to the director and/or the deputy director in this 
case, did you also have any communications with any of the signatories of the public 
statement before, you know, it was either submitted to the PCRB or while it was under 
PCRB review? 

Mr. Green. I'msorry. About the letter? 


Mr. Makridis. About the letter? 


By MS. a : 
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Q Uh-huh. 

A | don't recall any discussions of that nature. 

Q Okay. So you didn't have any communications with Mr. Morell or 
Mr. Polymeropoulos, Ms. Wood? 

A No. |mean, you know, if Mr. Morell had called me about some other issue, 
| could have had a conversation with him. But! have no recollection of discussing 
anything about the letter or the opinion piece or whatever it was. 

Q_ Andto your knowledge, or, you know, to your memory, did either the 
director or deputy director show interest in reaching out to them to ask clarifying 
questions about this piece? 

A No. We had no discussion other than the notification that this was coming. 
And then, you know, what they chose to do beyond that, | couldn't say. | don't know. 

Q_ Thank you. 

Now | would like to enter exhibit No. 6. 

[Makridis Exhibit No. 6 
was marked for identification. ] 
By MS. ie: 

Q Which is an email from James Clapper's document production dated 
October 18, 2020. And while you're reading through this, we will look at the second 
email in this chain. 

A Thank you. 

Q Please let me know if you need help finding -- 

A The second? 


So we will -- 


> Pp 


Page two? 
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Q_ It would be sort of beginning on page 1 into page 2. The subject line is on 


the bottom of page 1. 


A So this is a note from Mr. Morell to Mr. Morell. Is that what I'm reading? 
Q__ So this -- 
Is a draft or -- 


Q No. This was sent to James Clapper to other signatories, which was 
produced to us by James Clapper. 

A It does say from Michael Morell. 

Mr. Green. Holdon. Up there. 

Mr. Makridis. Oh, okay. Okay. lapologize. | apologize. 

By MS. ae: 

Q  Noproblem at all. |understand it's a little difficult to read on paper the 
structure of the emails. 

But the email that we will be looking at was sent to a broader listserv seeking 
signatures. So | believe that is why it looks like it is an email to himself. 

A Okay. 

Q On page 2, would you please read into the record the top paragraph of Marc 
Polymeropoulos' email? 

A Oh, the second subparagraph. If you want to agree? 

Q_ Sostarting -- oh, sorry. This would have been -- 

A Michael Morell's. 

Q Mr. Morell, sorry. Yes. Just the paragraph beginning "Marc and I." 

A "Marc and | drafted the attached because we believe the Russians were 
involved in some way in the Hunter Biden email issue and because we think Trump will 


attack Biden on the issue at this week's debate and we want to give the VP a talking point 


24 


25 


38 


to use in response." 

Q Were you ever made aware of this email chain or that the intent behind the 
statement published on October 19th was to give then former Vice President Biden 
talking points at the Presidential debate prior to the statement's publication? 

A | certainly don't recall seeing anything like this. 

Q__ Did anyone at the CIA have any awareness? 

A Gosh, that's speculative. It's possible. Big organization. But! don't 
recall anyone raising this to my attention. 

Q_ Thank you. 

And days later, candidate Biden did, in fact, use the statement as a talking point at 
the final Presidential debate, correct? Do you have any recollection of that? 

A Gosh, | don't remember the debate. Maybe. But that's along time ago. 
| don't recall the debate. 

Mr. Trainor. Do you recall if you watched it? 

Mr. Makridis. | watched at least part of it, but | don't recall the substance of the 
debate. 

By VS. a : 

Q During the debate on October 22, 2020, then former Vice President Biden 
said, quote, look, there are 50 former national intelligence folks who said that what this, 
he's accusing me of, is a Russian plan. They have said that this has all the characteristics 
for five former heads of the CIA, both parties say what he's saying is a bunch of garbage. 
Nobody believes it except him and his good friend Rudy Giuliani. 

Do you think that then candidate Biden's statement was a -- during the debate, 
was a mischaracterization of the October 19th statement? 


A I'm sorry. Can you read that -- | apologize. Can you read that one more 


39 


time? 

Q_ Absolutely. 

So in this quote from President Biden, pulled directly from the Presidential debate 
on October 22nd, he says that his opponent at the time, then President Trump, was 
accusing him of something that was ultimately a Russian plan and that then President 
Trump was saying a bunch of garbage, and no one believes it except for him and his good 
friend Rudy Giuliani. 


Do you believe that this is a mischaracterization of the October 19th statement? 
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[10:59 a.m.] 

Mr. Green. Yeah, | don't think he's in a position to compare kind of snippets of 
what you're reading to a document that he doesn't have in front of him, if that's what 
you're asking him to do. 

Ms. ae. Well, this was a public debate that was watched by millions of 
people. 

Mr. Green. Sure. 

By MS. 

Q Millions of people are familiar with then candidate Biden's statement 

regarding this October 19th statement and the New York Post article that started it all. 
Would you say that it's accurate that the New York Post article on 
Hunter Biden's laptop was a Russian plan? 

A So, | haven't read the New York Post article. It's back here somewhere. It 
was the first one you gave me, but | didn't read it at the time or since, so | don't know 
exactly what it says. 

Why candidate Biden expressed that view, | think -- | mean, | don't know. | don't 
know what his interpretation was, what other facts or datahe had. Yeah, I'm sorry, | 
can't answer. 

Q But your generally aware that now, a couple of years later, it's established 
that the New York Post story was not Russian election interference? It was, in fact, true 
and the Hunter Biden laptop investigation is -- was a formal investigation that the FBI was 
leading? 


Mr. Green. Can you break that down into parts? If there's a question there. 


Ms. RE. Right. 
By MS. a: 
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Q_ So the New York Post story was not Russian election interference, correct? 
A | believe -- again, | have not read the story. So if that's what the -- | mean, | 
can look at the headline or you can give me time to read the story, but -- smoking gun 


email reveals how Hunter Biden introduced Ukrainian businessmen to VP Dad. 


Q Uh-huh. 
A Right. 
Q_ Right. 


BY MR. TRAINOR: 

Q = Sol think generally, as far as you know, the Hunter Biden laptop that has 
been the subject of all of this, are you aware that that's been authenticated, meaning it 
was, in fact, Hunter Biden's laptop? 

A _ That seems to be the broad view, but | really haven't looked at the details 
and tried to, you know, unearth the -- you know, | grew up as an analyst, right? And 
analysts like to sort of dig through data. | haven't had time or inclination todo. Sol 
know what the general consensus seems to be, yes. 

Q_ And you have -- have you read stories that speak to this? 

A No. |honestly have not. 

By Ms. i : 

Q__ So focusing on the October 19th statement itself, would you agree that 
suggesting Hunter Biden's emails, without access to any confirming intelligence, as the 
signatories did not have access to confirming intelligence, but would you agree that 
suggesting Hunter Biden's emails were a potential Russian intelligence operation would 
be a fairly sweeping claim to make? 

A Let me look at the -- do you mind if | look at the -- 


Q_ The October 19 statement? 
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A _ --the October 19 statement. 

Q___ It would've been one of the -- 

A Early ones. 

Q_ Right. 

A It's a broad statement with caveats. You know, we don't know, you know, 


this sort of -- they're basing it on experience. It's different than -- you know, | don't have 
this kind of Russia experience. It's not issues that | worked during my career at CIA. 

So, you know, they're basically saying, based on our experience, and | think that's 
a question for them, is, what in your experience made you think this. 

Q Well, you were an analyst, as you said. 

A Right. 

Q So you have experience in -- 

A But certainly not access to -- or, look, | never worked, you know -- I've 
worked weapons issues, strategic weapons issues, not Russian political or malign 
influence or those kind of issues that seem to be in play here. So1/ don't have that type 
of background or expertise. 

BY MR. TRAINOR: 
Q Well, as to the substance, but generally -- 
To the -- 

Q_ --speaking, given how they couched it and phrased, | think my colleague has 

a question there. Give me your background as an analyst. 
By vs. i : 

Q Have you ever seen any other publications that make as broad a claim about 

election interference in this particular fashion about Hunter Biden's, you know, emails? 


Isthat normal? Is that standard? Would you have ever made such a sweeping public 
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claim without having any evidence? 

A So the question is, have | ever seen other publications that make sweeping 
claims about malign influence or -- sorry -- 

Ql apologize. 

A -- I'm just trying to to get to the nub of the question. 

Q_ lunderstand. 

So this is a broad claim generally, yes? 

A Yes. Are we looking at the same paragraph that we -- 

Q Paragraph 4. 

A It is not these -- 

Mr. Trainor. Yeah, read it into the record, if you would, Mr. Makridis. 

Mr. Makridis. It is -- one second. 

It is for all these reasons that we write to say that the arrival on the U.S. political 
scene of emails purportedly belonging to Vice President Biden's son Hunter, much of it 
related to his time serving on the board of the Ukrainian gas company Burisma has all the 
classic earmarks of a Russian information operation. 

Ms. aa. Do you think that was a fair statement for them to publish without 
having any intelligence to back that claim up? 

Mr. Green. | think on the sake of fairness and just for Andy's sake, I'd ask that we 
read the next paragraph into the record as well. 

Ms. That's fine. 

Mr. Trainor. Sure, yeah. 

Mr. Makridis. We want to emphasize that we do not know if the emails provided 
to New York Post by President Trump's personal attorney, Rudy Giuliani, are genuine or 


not in that we do not have evidence of Russian involvement, just that our experience 
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makes us deeply suspicious that the Russian Government played a significant role in this 
case. 

Mr. Green. And thank you, sir. If you wouldn't mind asking your question 
again. 

By vs. i : 

Q__ _Ithink the same question still stands. As they've noted, they had no 
evidence to back up whether or not their claims were true or false. Do you think it was 
appropriate for them to publish the statement that the Hunter Biden emails were Russian 
disinformation? 

A So whether it's appropriate or not, | can't say. I'm not one of the people 
who signed the letter. They do say that it relies on their experience, and so what that 
experience is, what specifically they saw in this that made them, you know, suggest that it 
was hallmarks of a Russian information operation, | don't know. I've not discussed this 
with any of them. So! don't have a view here as to what it is that they saw or, you 
know, whether it's appropriate or not. That's sort of up to the individual, | think. 

Q Well, we're -- sorry. 

Mr. Trainor. Well, as a former -- 

Ms. We're about out of time, but can | just ask, yes or no, would you 
have signed this statement? 

Mr. Makridis. As | said earlier, I've stayed out of politics and things that could be 
politicized, so | would not have sign- -- for that reason, | would not have signed the 
statement. 

Ms. Thank you. Our hour's up. 

Off the record. 


[Recess. ] 
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Ms. J. Mr. Makridis, thank you again for joining us today. 
EXAMINATION 
BY MS. ie: 

Q_ | want to return to something that you said in the prior hour. You were 
asked about the letter from the 51 formers, and you said it wasn't the first op-ed you'd 
reviewed, and, you know, it wasn't the last. You recall saying that or something along 
those lines? 

A Yes, even though | didn't review them. 

Q Sorry. You're right. But you had seen -- 

Yes, correct. 

Q_ And in fact, it was pretty common for op-eds to be put through the PCRB 
review board process, correct? 

A Yes, that's correct. 

Q Because when you join the CIA, you know, you don't sign away your right to 
speak on national security issues after you leave, correct? 

A Correct. You sign a secrecy agreement. 

Q_ And that secrecy agreement says you can't discuss classified information, 
correct? 

A Correct. 

Q But it doesn't say you can't speak at all? 

Correct. 

Q_ And in fact, people have the right, after they leave the Agency, to speak 
publicly, correct? 

A Yes. 


Q Okay. | want to talk through the process that the PCRB goes through, and 
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I'm going to introduce as exhibit 7 a printout of the PCRB website. 
[Makridis Exhibit No. 7 
was marked for identification. ] 
By vs. i: 
Q_ And|'ll give you a minute to review. | don't know if you've seen this before. 
Probably haven't. 
Q_ And|Ican you tell you we're mostly going to focus on the first paragraph on 
the first page and then the section on review timeline which is on page 5. 
A Okay. 
Q But take your time. 
A Give mea minute to read. 


Yeah, as long as you'd like. 


> PY 


Okay. 
Q_ And you've had a minute to review this now. 
A Yes. 
Qs Actually, before | get into this, have you submitted anything to the PCRB 
since leaving the Agency? 
A | have. 


Q Okay. And so you're generally familiar with how the process works? 


A | submitted my course outlines -- 
Q Okay. 
A -- to the PCRB. 


Q Okay. So you're familiar with the process of how it works when you're 
active with the Agency? 


A Yes. 
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Q Okay. So! want to look at the first page of this document under the 
header, Protecting Secrets and Each Other: The Prepublication Classification 
Review Board. And! want to talk about the mission of what the PCRB is looking for. 
So it says here that the CIA officers sign the standard secrecy agreement. Thisisa 
life-long obligation -- it's about halfway down the paragraph -- this is a life-long obligation 
which exists to help avoid the damage to national security and to the Agency's mission 
that disclosing classified information would inflict. 

Do you see where it says that? 

A Ido. 


Q Okay. So what's your understanding of what that means? 


> 


Of the mission of the -- 

Q_ The purpose of the PCRB. 

A _ The PCRB is to make sure classified information doesn't make its way out, 
either in piecemeal fashion, or | think they described a mosaic effect, that could damage, 
you know, national security. 

Q_ And so the goal is to prevent damage to national security. That's what you 
just said, right? 

A Correct. 

Q Does the CIA have any role beyond -- I'm sorry -- does the PCRB have any 
role beyond looking for classified information? 

A No. As constituted, hence the name, Prepublication Classification 
Review Board. Their writ is to look for classified information. 

Q Okay. And the individuals, the PCRB employees who do that work, do you 
have any information about how they're trained to do that? 


A You know, that's a great question. | don't know the process. 
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Q Okay. 

A | do know that they're pretty experienced as a group, but | don't know what 
their -- the training regimen is. 

Q_ There was a statement made in the earlier hour about -- and I'm 
paraphrasing -- whether Mr. Morell's representations that the statement contained no 
classified information would have impacted the PCRB review. 

In your experience, would PCRB reviewers be impacted by the submitter's 
opinions on whether there was or was not classified information in the document? 

A No. That's not their role. 

Q_ And what do you mean by that? 

A | mean, their role is purely to look for classified -- or information that could 
be read as classified. | think they're trained to not look for substance. They look for 
purely classification. 

Q Okay. Because it's the disclosure of classified information that could 
damage national security, correct? 

A _ Asit says here in the document. 

Q Okay. And alittle further down in that paragraph, it says the CIA created 
the Prepublication Classification Review Board, PCRB, to review materials produced by 
CIA personnel, former and current, both employees and contractors, to determine if they 
contain such classified information before they are shared with publishers, blog 
subscribers, a TV audience, ghost writers, co-authors, editors, family members, assistants, 
representatives, or anyone else not authorized to receive or review such classified 
information. 

Did | read that correctly? 


A _ Yes, you did. 
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Q Okay. So the CIA is actually anticipating that after individuals leave the 
Agency or maybe even while they're still at the Agency, that they will be having 
discussions, they may be submitting things to publishers, to TV, to other audiences, 
correct? 

A Yes. As you said, it's a life-long secrecy agreement. 

Q_ Right. But it's not a vow of silence, in other words? 

No. 

Q Okay. And people still retain their First Amendment rights to an extent 
with the exception that they can't discuss classified information? 

A Correct. 


Q Okay. On page 5 of this -- and | should say this is a website, so it's -- 


A It's not -- 
Q_ --there's no page numbers on the website. It's just as printed, page 5. 
A So you're looking at the review timeline? 


Q_ Review timeline. 

You were asked in the earlier hour about the statement that the review of the 
October 19th letter was arush job. You remember broadly that discussion? 

A Yes. 


Q Okay. Inthe section under review timeline, it says, the PCRB review 


timeline is dependent on the type of and the content within the submitted work. The 


board makes every effort to accommodate tight deadlines for items such as academic 
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papers, op-eds, and the like. And then it goes out and it says, but review might require 


several weeks in some circumstances. 
Do you see where it says that? 


A | do. 
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Q_ Soit says on the website of the PCRB that if there's a tight deadline, they're 


going to make every effort to accommodate it, correct? 


A Correct. 


Q__ _Inyour experience with the PCRB, have you submitted items on a deadline? 


A You know, | just submitted my, as | mentioned, my course outlines which 
they did it pretty quickly, even though | didn't tell them it was on a particular timeline. 

Q  Anddoyou recall, pretty quickly, was that a couple days, was it a day? 

A Adayorso-- 

Q Okay. 


A -- but it was pretty quick. 


Q So you submitted a course outline, and within a day or so, they got back to 


you and said it was cleared? 


A Yes. 


Q Okay. So as we just said couple times, the purpose of the PCRB is to review 


for classified information. Does the PCRB or the CIA, | guess, and any other Department, 


look for any information beyond classified information when it's deciding whether to 
clear a manuscript? 

A The ClA does not look at substance. It looks for classification. 

Q Okay. In your judgment, would it be appropriate for the CIA to request 
changes to a manuscript or a document for any reason other than the fact that it 
contained classified information? 

A Appropriate. Well, the current guidelines, you know, as articulated 
through our Office of General Counsel, is that PCRB focuses only on one issue. And | 
think earlier you mentioned First Amendment rights. So as constructed today, it's 


purely looking for classification and nothing else. 
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Q Okay. I'malittle concerned that there might be statements or an 
argument made after this interview that the CIA Director, Haspel, having learned about 
this op-ed should've stepped in to stop it from being published. 

That actually would've been inappropriate unless there had been a determination 
that the letter contained classified information, correct? 

A Well, it would not have come up actually to my office had it -- if it hadn't 
already cleared -- 

Q_ Okay. 

A -- the review board. So by the time it got to my office, it was clearly 
free -- or in their view free of classification. I'm not aware of any director stepping in, in 
this situation, but -- 

Q__Inany circumstance, right, correct, writ large, with all of the -- you said that 
it was the process that when senior officials, or former senior officials, had signed on to 
something, it would be flagged for you, and then you would make the director aware? 

A Correct. 

Q___Inany of those instances, would the director have stepped in to stop an item 
from being published after it had been cleared by the PCRB? 

A In my experience, no. 

Q_ And it actually would've been inappropriate for her to have done so, 
correct? 

A Well, the guidelines are pretty clear, and you read from them here. And so, 
you know, | don't believe she or any other director would've stepped in knowing the 
guidelines. 


Ms. a. Okay. 


Mr. a. A couple of questions, Mr. Makridis. So you said it would be 
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inappropriate. |wantto break that out. So first of all if the director -- 
Mr. Makridis. Well, | didn't say it would be inappropriate. 


Mr. Green. Yeah, | don't think he used that word. 


Mr. ae. I'll rephrase. 
BY MR. ie: 


Q__ First of all, it would've been inconsistent with the guidelines for the director 
to step in for any reason other than classification, correct? 

A It would've been inconsistent with past practices, that's correct. 

Q_ And the guidelines, | think you said, correct? 

And the guidelines as articulated in this document. 

Q If somebody, as a former senior executive at the CIA had come in and 
suggested changing the guidelines, such that the director could attempt to intervene to 
stop publication of something with which they disagreed or which posed a reputational 
risk for the Agency, in your judgment, would that be an inappropriate or inappropriate 
use of CIA -- 

A Yeah. So anything of that nature would go through our Office of General 
Counsel. So it would be up to, you know, that determination about, you know, how far 
do CIA authorities extend. And so that discussion would've happened between the 
director and the chief, the general counsel, in this case, ourselves. 

Q Sure, but the general counsel would ask the client what the policy objective 
is. You were avery senior executive. You would've served as that client. Is that an 
ask you would have made or supported if another senior executive had come up with the 
idea? 

A Would | have -- is the question, would | have asked the general counsel to 


change the guidelines? 
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Q Would you think it was a wise move to change the guidelines to allow for 
requests to hold a piece for reasons other than classification? Would that be a good use 
of CIA's power if it were lawful, in your judgment? 

A "If it were lawful," that's the key phrase in there, and, again, I'm not an 
attorney, | don't have those -- that background or skills. That would be a question for an 
attorney, can CIA change their, you know, their rules and regulations, so. 

BY Ms. ae: 

Q Okay. We're going to move on from the website. | want to return to 
another line of questioning in the prior hour and this involves, it's exhibit 4, and it's 
Bates-stamped page 230. This is the email from your executive assistant to the PCRB. 

A I'm not sure | have them in order, but exhibit 4 -- 

Q_ Sothe cover email -- or the cover letter is dated February 7th, 2024. 

Oh, thank you. 

Q There was some discussion in the prior hour about why -- I'm sorry. 
Withdraw that. 

You said in the prior hour that the top email here, the one that's timestamped 
11:43:57 a.m., that appears to have been sent from your executive assistant, correct? 

A Correct. 

Q_ And that email reads you may notify former DDCIA Morell, correct? 

Correct. 

Q_ And you were asked why your executive assistant would've written that, and 
you said "I don't know." Correct? 

A Correct. 

Q Okay. There was a question about whether it was common to notify senior 


executives that their op-eds or their manuscripts had been flagged for the head of the 
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CIA, and | think the statement was made that it's not clear that that was a notification 
given to Mr. Morell, correct? 

A Correct. 

Q Okay. And in fact, we don't know what your executive assistant meant 
here. Your executive assistant isn't testifying today. 

A Correct. 

Q___| want to introduce the actual email that was sent back to Mr. Morell, which 
does not reference anything about senior executives at CIA. 

A Is it -- that's not in my package? 

Q No. We're going to introduce it now. This will be exhibit 8. | think it's 8. 

[Makridis Exhibit No. 8 
was marked for identification. ] 
BY vs. i: 
Q Have you had a minute to review this? 
I'm -- sorry. 

Q_ Yeah. 

And I'm just going to read this into the record so the record's complete, so bear 
with me. 

A Okay. 

Q_ It says, Dear Michael -- and this email is from email addresses JAMESAG2, 
which is the representative of the PCRB, to Michael M., which I'll represent to you is 
Michael Morell. It's dated Monday, October 19th, 2020, timestamped 12:44:00 p.m. 

In full it reads, Dear Michael, the Prepublication Classification Review Board 
completed its review of your article, titled, question mark, Public Statement on the 


Hunter Biden Emails, question mark -- | think when this was submitted to us, | think the 
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question marks are actually supposed to be quotation marks. 

A Yeah, | think so. 

Q_ They just converted due to a coding issue. 

The board determined that it contains no classified information and can be 
published. Agency approval for publication of this material does not represent agency 
endorsement or verification of this work. If you add new material, please resubmit it 
before sharing, highlighting the new language to expedite our review. The PCRB 
appreciates your cooperation with prepublication review. You may reach out to you us 
via prb@ucia.gov with questions or concerns. Kind regards, PCRB staff. 

Did | read that correctly? 

A Yes. 

Q Okay. And that's the full text of the email that went back to Mr. Morell, 
correct? 

A | don't know. I'll take your word for it. | wouldn't have seen the 
response. 

Q Well, what | read into the record is everything that we have on the email in 
front of us, correct? 

A Oh, everything that's on here, yes, correct. | apologize. 

Q Okay. And this email to Mr. Morell says nothing about senior staff at CIA 
being notified, correct? 

A Correct. 

Q_ And it just says, pretty standard, this is cleared, if you change anything, if you 
make any edits, notify us, correct? 

A Correct. 


Q Okay. And is this, in your experience, again, your personal experience 
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submitting things to the PCRB, is this kind of a standard email that the PCRB would send 
to submitters? 

A | believe it's very similar to the email | got. 

Q_ Okay. It's consistent with what you've seen in the past? 

Yes. 

Q Okay. And it actually says here, the last line of the first paragraph reads, 
Agency approval for publication of this material does not represent agency endorsement 
or verification of this work. Correct? 

A Correct. 

Q_ Soit makes it clear on the face of the email that they're clearing it and that it 
contains no classified information, no comments beyond that. Is that fair to say? 

A _ That's what it says, yes. 

Q Okay. | want to return to another line of questioning from the prior hour. 
And you touched on this, | just want to go through it in a little more detail, the language 
that's actually in the October 19th letter. So if you can pull that letter out again, and | 
think that's exhibit 2. 

A | think | have a couple different copies of it. Just the letter itself? 

Q Just the letter itself. 

Yeah. 

Q You mentioned this in the prior hour -- | just want to make the record 
completely clear on this -- you noted that the letter is caveated. Do you recall saying 
that? 

A Yes. They say things like "We don't know." 

Q_ The use of the term "caveated" in particular, what did you mean by that? 


A You know, phrases like, you know, -- let's find it in here -- "We do not have 
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evidence," you know, "We don't know," those are caveats. 

Q Anda caveat is something that says, this is our statement, but we -- you 
know, it may or may not be accurate. This is our understanding based on what we 
actually have in front of us. Is that a fair -- I'm just looking at definition of the term 
"caveat." 

A Broadly speaking, yes, | think that's correct. 

Q Okay. And! want to make it clear, put into the record, exactly how the 
authors caveated this. Sothink you read this line in the prior hour. Again, it 
says -- fifth paragraph down -- We want to emphasize that we do not know if the emails 
provided to the New York Post by President Trump's personal attorney, Rudy Giuliani, are 
genuine or not. Correct? 

A _ That's what it says, yes. 

Q__ So they say on the face of the letter that we don't know if the emails are 
genuine or not. They could be real, they could be not. Fair to say? 

A _ That's what it says, yes. 

Q Okay. And then on the second page, the very last paragraph, | should say 
the lead-in to this, the letter describes a number of public reports -- so a Washington Post 
article, media reports about the FBI opening an investigation into Russian involvement. 

And then that last paragraph says, We do not know whether these press reports 
are accurate. 

Do you see where it says that? 

A | do see that. 

Q So the authors again caveated the letter by saying, We don't actually know if 
they're accurate, we're taking them at face value. __Is that fair to say? 


A Say the last part again, please. 
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Q We don't know if these press reports are accurate or not, we're just 
reporting on what we've seen in the press. Is that fair to say? 

A | think that's what this language suggests. 

Q Okay. So twice in the letter the authors used specific language that 
caveated their statements, correct? 

A Yes. 

Q_ And_|'ll give you a minute to review from the top down -- and this might take 
you a minute -- nowhere in this letter is the term "disinformation" used, correct? 

A Can | read it? 

Q Yeah. 

A Again. 

Okay. I'msorry. Your question again? 

Q__ This letter doesn't use the word "disinformation," does it? 

A Specifically "disinformation," no, it does not use that word. 

Q Okay. Thenacouple more points on the record -- sorry -- for the record. 
The sixth paragraph down on the first page, it says, If we are right -- suggesting that they 
could, in fact, not be right, correct? 

A That's, | think, how it reads. 

Q Okay. And then on the second page, the third paragraph down, it says, Our 
view. You see where it says that? 

A | do. 

Q Would you agree that the use of the terms, If we are right, Our view, We do 
not know if the emails are genuine -- all of that suggests that -- makes it clear that the 
authors are only giving their opinion, that this is not a factual assertion of any information 


that they may or may not have knowledge of? 
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A Yes. This is an opinion piece. 

Q_ Right. It's an op-ed piece, and that's clear on the face of the email -- or the 
letter, correct? 

A _ Yes, it appears that way. 

Q Okay. Inthe prior hour, there was some discussion about whether -- and 
we're going to move on from that -- whether the Hunter Biden laptop had been 
authenticated. Do you recall that discussion? 

A Yes. 

Q Okay. And you said you believed that that was -- that there were reports to 
that effect but that you, yourself, had not done any analysis. Is that a fair summary of 
what was said? 

A _ That's correct. 

Q Okay. | want to introduce as exhibit 9, a Washington Post article that 
shows that the actual facts are more nuanced, and at least one analysis has found that 
the laptop is not authenticated. 

[Makridis Exhibit No. 9 
was marked for identification. ] 
By us. i: 

Q_ And this is a Washington Post article dated March 30th, 2022, entitled, 
Here's How The Post Analyzed Hunter Biden's Laptop. We've actually highlighted the 
sections I'm going to refer to, to try and -- so the article itself is not highlighted on the 
website -- | need a copy for myself. 

A Here's an extra one. 

Mr. Green. Do you have a sense of the article? 


Mr. Makridis. Yeah, | do. 
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BY Ms. ie: 


Q_ Yeah, I'm only going to focus on the first section. 

A Okay. | apologize. 

Q__ So, again, the statement was made earlier that the laptop had been 
authenticated. You were asked if you were familiar with that. | just want to make it 
clear that this is an email -- this is an article from the Washington Post, dated March 30th, 
2022. 

This article says that, well, thousands of the emails on the laptop, or the supposed 
laptop, are authentic communications that can be verified through cryptographic 
signatures. 

Although further down it says, the vast majority of the data, and most of the 
nearly 129,000 emails it contained, could not be verified by either of the two security 
experts who reviewed the data for The Post. 

Do you see where it says that? 

A | see that, yes. 

Q_ And then on the following page, it says, the security experts who examined 
the data for The Post struggled to reach definitive conclusions about the contents as a 
whole, including whether all of it originated from a single computer or could've been 
assembled from files from multiple computers and put on the portable drive. 

Do you see where it says that? 

A Yes. 

Q Okay. So at least one analysis, the analysis done by the Washington Post, 
has concluded that either the laptop is not authentic, or they can't reach a definitive 
conclusion either way, correct? 


A Right. It appears to be an inconclusive -- 
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Q Okay. 

A -- judgment. 

Q_ Sothe statement earlier that, you know, that it's generally accepted that the 
laptop is authentic, this article at least refutes that statement? 

A It raises some questions. 

Q Okay. 

BY MR. ie: 

Q___ Sticking with the laptop, | was struck when you were testifying previously in 
the previous hour, you were describing a fair amount that was going on at the CIA in 
October 2020. You remember that discussion? 

A | do, yeah. 


Q Did you read stories about the Hunter Biden laptop at the time so far as you 


recall? 
A | don't recall reading stories. 
Q Was it something you were paying attention to? 
A No. 


Q What were you paying attention to at CIA in October 2020? 

A October 2020 was, | don't know, maybe 6 weeks before we were supposed 
to get our first vaccine. We were the first Federal agency to vaccinate our workforce. 
We were trying to figure out how to get it overseas. 

As you recall, the early COVID vaccine needed special handling requirements, so 
making sure that we had freezers that went down to minus 30 degrees. All of that, as 
well as trying to figure out how do we bring the workforce back, and how do we stage 
that in a way that we could keep everyone safe and avoid having an outbreak at CIA, 


which we successfully accomplished. We had no real outbreaks other than some small, 
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you know, group of people. 

And as | mentioned earlier, it was also the beginning of the budget, and we were 
trying to figure out, okay, what is this year going to look like, given the uncertainty of 
COVID, and do we move money, you know, how do we accomplish our mission, and what 
is it going to cost to bring the workforce back. So it was a very fraught and busy period. 

Q_ And since October 2020, have you spent much time paying attention to the 
Hunter Biden laptop story one way or the other? 

A | honestly have not. 

Q Okay. You're not really an expert in this, right? 

No, I'm not. 

Q Do you have any view one way or the other about whether the laptop is 
authentic, or is it not something you pay attention to? 

A | truly don't pay very much attention. I've got a lot of things to do, and that 
just sort of hasn't risen to the level of me spending a lot of time on it -- or any time on it 
for that matter. 

By vs. i: 

Q Okay. And just a couple more questions ona different topic area. Inthe 
prior hour, you were asked, | think, whether you would've signed the letter, whether you 
thought it was harmful to the Agency. 

| just want to return quickly to two of the emails that were put in front of you. 
This is from what's been marked as exhibit 5 and exhibit 4. It's page 232 from exhibit 4 
and page 157 from exhibit 5, and we'll start with 232 from exhibit 4? 

A Just give me a second to come to the right pages. 

Okay. All right, 157 was one of them. 


Q 157, yeah. 


24 


25 


63 


A __ And is the other one a different document? 

Q_ Yeah, it's the -- 

Oh, | gotit. It's right here. 232. Okay. 

Q Okay. And just for a clear record on this, starting with email marked 
as Bates stamp 232, it's an email dated October 20th, 2020, timestamped 11:54 a.m. 

You're not on this email, correct? 

A | don't recall having seen this email before. 

Q Okay. And-- 

A It doesn't show up here with -- 

Q You don't recall seeing this email, and it doesn't appear that, to the best of 
your knowledge, you weren't included, you weren't copied, or you weren't in the "to" 
line? 

A Yes, that's correct. 

Q Okay. And the same with the email that's Bates-stamped 157, you don't 
recall seeing this email before? 

A No, | do not recall seeing this email before. 

Q Okay. And tothe best of your knowledge, you weren't on the "from" line 
or the "to" line or copied on it? 

A | don't recall anything like this. 

Q Okay. Soto the extent that you were asked to comment on what these 
authors or what the writers of these emails might have meant, you wouldn't know 
because you're not part of the email, you weren't the person sending the email, correct? 

A Correct. 

Q Okay. You were asked if you would've signed the letter. You said you 


probably would not have. You would agree that somebody who has left the Agency has 
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a right to sign a letter like that, right? 

A Yes. 

Q And when you say that you agree, can you elaborate at all a bit? 

A Look, | think the point | was trying to make is that, you know, I've sort of 
stayed out of the political fray. That's the way | conduct myself, and that's why | 
wouldn't have signed the letter. Others choose different paths. They're free to do so. 
| can't speculate on why they did it or what their thinking was, or any of that. | was just 
trying to speak for myself about what | would or wouldn't do. 

Q But there's no prohibition from the -- the CIA doesn't prohibit people from 
signing letters, making statements, things like that? 

A No. There's nothing that you sign as a CIA employee that would prohibit 
you from those things. 

Q Okay. You said in the -- just now and you said this in the earlier hour too, 
that there were a lot of things going on, -- a lot of other things going on in October of 
2020. | think you said that this was just another opinion piece that had gone across your 
desk. You didn't pay a lot of attention to this? 

A _ That's correct. 

Q Okay. And you were asked if this was a political piece, and you said, Well, 
I'm sitting in front of a congressional committee, so | guess that means it's political. 

Do you recall saying that? 

A Ido. 

Q What did you mean by that? 

A It's that, you know, that the piece clearly has become political simply 
because you're asking questions about it, you know, you're interviewing people about it. 


I'm assuming I'm not the only person you've interviewed. And so it has become that. 
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Q = So when you said that, when you meant is, it's become political because it's 
the subject of a congressional investigation. Is that a fair summary? 

A Clearly. I'm here, right? As |said before. 

Q But you weren't making a comment on whether the letter, absent the 


congressional inquiry, would be a political piece or not? 


A | was not making that -- 
Q Okay. 
-- comment. 


Q_Isit fair to say that but for this investigation, but for the fact that you're 
sitting here today, you probably wouldn't be thinking about this letter today? 
A __ That's fair. 
Ms. i. Okay. 
Mr. a. Let's go off the record for a moment. 
Ms. J. Yeah, off the record. 
[Discussion off the record. ] 
Ms. J. Back on the record. Wedo have another exhibit to introduce. 
This will be exhibit 10, and this -- 
Mr. Makridis. My bipable comment was on the record? 
Ms. a. We needs copies for the witness, yes. 
[Makridis Exhibit No. 10 
was marked for identification. ] 
BY Ms. i: 
Q___ This is the letter than Chairman Jordan and Chairman Turner sent to you on 
March 6th, 2024. 


And I'll give you a minute to review. 
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You've seen this? 


A Yes. 


You've seen this before? 


p 


A Yes. 

Q Okay. When you received it, for example? 

A Yes. 

Q_ The chairman's letter states that, quote, The CIA's Prepublication 
Review Board, upon receiving the draft public statement, raised the statement to the 
Office of the Chief Operating Officer for consideration. 

Do you see where it says that? 

A Ido. Bottom of the first paragraph, yes. 

Q Okay. You made it clear in the prior hour that neither you, nor your office, 
played any role in determining whether the statement contained classified information, 
correct? 

A Correct. Once it clears the Prepublication Classification Review Board, | 
assume it has -- or when | would get it, it would be clear there was no classified 
information in it. 

Q Andnext question. So you played no role in determining whether the 
statement could be cleared, correct? 

A Correct. That's the purview of the PCRB. 

Q_ And along the same lines, nobody in your office played any role in 
determining whether the statement could be cleared, correct? 

A Correct. 

Q Okay. Soto the extent that Mr. Jordan and Mr. Turner's letter to you says 


that the letter was raised to your office, quote, for consideration, that's not an accurate 
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statement, correct? 

A It was not for consideration. It was a situational awareness. 

Q Okay. Andso maybe the more appropriate term would be for notification. 
Is that right? 

A Or notification. 

Q Okay. 

A Yes, that's correct. 

Ms. Okay. That'sit. Wecan go off the record. 


[Recess. ] 
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[12:11 p.m.] 
Ms. The time is now 12:10. We'll begin the third hour. 
By Ms. oo : 

Q_ So, Mr. Makridis, | want to just return to an exhibit entered during the 
previous hour, which is, | believe, Exhibit 8, the email from PC- -- PCRB staff to Mr. Morell 
notifying him that they have completed their review. 

A Thank you. 

Q_ The time marked as the date and time in which this email was sent to 
Mr. Morell is 12:44 p.m., correct? 

A Correct. 

Q = On October 19th? 

A Yes. 

Q Now, comparing that to -- sorry. A little bit of a shuffling of papers 
here -- Exhibit 4, page Bates stamped 230 -- 

A _ Trying to find the exhibit. Oh, yes. Okay. 

Q Looking at the email from the executive assistant of the COO's office to the 
PCRB on Monday, October 19th, that was sent at 11:43 a.m., correct? 

A Correct. 

Q So it's accurate that the PCRB did not notify Mr. Morell until after this email 
saying you may notify DDC Morell came from your executive assistant? 

Mr. Green. Is there -- before he answers this, can you just represent to us that 
these are all the same time zone and everything has been formalized. 

Ms. Yes. 

Mr. Green. Okay. 


Mr. Makridis. Yes, that's the way it would appear. 
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Ms. Thank you. 
By Ms. a : 


Q Now, looking at the statement itself published on October 19, 2020 -- so this 
would be exhibit -- 

A Oh, the letter? 

Q_ Yes, the letter. Which | believe was exhibit 2. In the fourth paragraph 
down and fifth paragraph down, it states that -- it states that the emails purportedly 
belonging to Vice President Biden's son has all the classic earmarks of a Russian 
information operation, correct? 

A Yes, that's what it says. 

Q_ Sois it fair to say that the signatories of this statement were conveying that 
this was some kind of Russian influence campaign, either disinformation, misinformation, 
interference? 

A It depends on classic earmarks. | don't know what that particular phrase 
meant to them, but | think what they were trying to convey is that -- clearly, that they had 
some concerns or suspicions. 

Q_ Right. And as someone who spent significant time as an analyst yourself, 
while not particularly on this similar subject, but to you, when you read Russian 
information operation, does that seem to you that they are trying to say that this was 
some kind of influence campaign by the Russians? 

A Well, you know, | don't know since | wasn't involved directly in this kind of 
work, but Russian information operations, | think, has a pretty broad definition. So 
| -- yeah. 

This is the Russian -- trying to influence how Americans vote in the election. 


Clearly, that's what they, sort of, believed. 
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Q_ Right. And at the end of this statement, the 51 former intelligence officials 
all used their former titles in their signature blocks and, you know, many of these titles 
include, you know, former Director of National Intelligence, former director of the Central 
Intelligence Agency. 

If you were an average citizen reading this statement, do you think that the titles 
of their former office could have boosted the legitimacy of their claim that the Russians 
were trying to influence how Americans vote in this election? Do you think that that 
would appear more legitimate because of their former titles that they have attached to 
the statement? 

A | think it's possible. 

Q_ It's possible. Thank you. 

BY MR. TRAINOR: 
Q_ You think it's probable? 
| mean, that would depend on who read the letter, how far the letter -- how 
much of the letter they read, did they go through all the -- the names of the authors 
and -- that's speculation. So that's why | said it's possible. 

Q___ But just -- but it's fair to say that former high-ranking intelligence officials 
conveying their opinion about a subject that is presumptively in their expertise will carry 
more weight with an average reader than if somebody who never worked a day in their 
life in intelligence said the exact same thing? 


A | think, generally speaking, that's true. 


Ms. Thank you. 
py MS. i: 


Q Soto your knowledge, did any of the signatories and/or anyone at the CIA do 


any kind of due diligence to determine the veracity of the claims that they were making in 
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the statement while it was under CIA review or beforehand? 

A _ That would not have been part of the normal process. All | can speak to is 
the PCRB process. That would not have been part of the normal process. 

| don't know if anyone else was involved or what discussions may have occurred. 
| wasn't privy to any of that. 

Q_ Right. And so, to your knowledge, none of the signatories, not Mr. Morell 
or Mr. Polymeropoulos, did any kind of due diligence to confirm the veracity of their 
claims beyond just their personal experience having worked in the intelligence field? 
This was not based on firm evidence, but simply a gut feeling? 

A I'm unaware of any -- your question was did they reach -- tell me again your 
question. 

Q_ Right. So!lmean, was there any -- to your knowledge, did Mr. Morell, for 
example, reach out to anyone at the FBI or anyone on Hunter Biden's team or even 
anyone within the CIA to say, hey, we have this concern that this could be Russian 
disinformation. Is that accurate? 

A | have no knowledge of anything of that nature. 

Q_ Thank you. 

Were you aware that prior to the statement being released, the Director of 
National Intelligence at the time, John Ratcliffe, stated, quote, "Hunter Biden's laptop is 
not part of some Russian disinformation campaign. Let me be clear, the intelligence 
community doesn't believe that, because there is -- doesn't believe that because there is 
no intelligence that supports that," end quote? 

A | don't think | saw the statement either then or subsequent to then. 

Q Were you generally aware that he made statements to that effect? 


A | truly didn't focus on it. 
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Q Okay. Based on your experience working in the CIA and your interactions 
with other components of the intelligence community, as the Director of National 
Intelligence, then-Director Ratcliffe would have had access to all of the relative -- or 
relevant classified information he needed to -- to make that kind of statement, correct? 

A Someone who sits in the role of DNI has access to all the classified 
information the intelligence community has. 

Q_ Thank you. 

Despite this, the PCRB did allow a statement to be published saying that the 
laptop had all the classic earmarks of a Russian information operation, which | understand 
it's not within the purview of the PCRB to edit things beyond whether or not there's 
classified information. However, that statement that was published on October 19th by 
the 51 former intelligence members was ultimately contrary to the findings of 
then-Director of National Intelligence Ratcliffe, correct? 

A From the statement you just read, it appears so. 

Q_ Thank you. 

Do you think that any of those members who signed the statement had access to 
information that Mr. Ratcliffe did not have access to? 

A | don't know what information they had access to or what experience they 
refer to in the letter, so | don't -- | can't answer. 

Q___ Did it concern you that the motivation -- you know, we've talked about this a 
little before, but | want to return to it. So the intent that Mr. Morell laid out in his 
emails to Mr. Clapper that we've looked at before to give then-candidate Biden talking 
points in his debate with then-President Trump, did it concern you that this motivation 
had not been disclosed in the letter in its final publication to the American public? 


A | guess I'm not sure what the question is. Should they have disclosed -- 
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Q_ Well, do you think that it would have been important information for the 
American people to understand that, you know, if they are so certain that this is Russian 
election interference potentially, that they tell the American public that there's a 
possibility that, you know, the things that you hear in the rest of this, you know, 
campaign could potentially be Russian disinformation and that you should be aware and 
educate yourself? Don't you think that would be a more helpful tool for the American 
public? 

Mr. Green. Yes. I'm trying to have him answer, but just so the record is clear, 
that's a purely hypothetical question you're asking him, right? | don't -- | don't think 
we've established that's actually what the letter said, that everything you may hear in the 
rest of the campaign is disinformation. 

Now, if you want to ask him the question, feel free. I'm just trying to make sure 


that we're clear? 


Ms. aa. Happy to clarify. 
ov Ms 


Q Nowhere in the statement do they tell the American public that, you know, 
this information could be leveraged during the presidential campaign, correct? 

A Yes. From what I've read, that doesn't say that directly at all. 

Q Now, in his testimony before this committee, Mr. Morell told us that 
Secretary Blinken called him prior to Mr. Morell's drafting of the October 19th statement, 
and I'm happy to, if you need it later, to give you access to that testimony. 

But were you aware that he made statements to that effect? 

A No. He and Ihave not discussed any of this. 

Q___ Did you know that this conversation between Mr. Blinken and Mr. Morell 


occurred prior to the approval of the statement? 
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A | was unaware of any discussions between them. 
Q Okay. I'd like to actually enter into the record what | believe will be exhibit 
11 now. 
[Makridis Exhibit No. 11 
was marked for identification. ] 


By VS. a : 


Q Which is the Michael Morell testimony from April 4th, 2023, before this 


committee. This is an excerpt directly from the transcript. I'll give you a second to 
review. 

A Okay. 

Q So-- 


It's not clear who is speaking -- I'm sorry. 

Q_ Absolutely. So the line of questioning, which at this point is led by 
Chairman Jordan, states the following: "There were two separate communications. 
There was the first or email, and then there was the subsequent email with the USA 
Today article?" 

Mr. Morell responds: "Yes, sir. Yes, sir." 

"What was the time of the email?" Said by Mr. Jordan. 

And Mr. Morell responds: "So! don't know for sure, Congressman, but | believe 
he" -- and | apologize that this isn't clear, however, I'm happy to get you the broader 
transcript. 

When Mr. Morell says he, he's referring to Secretary Blinken. 

A Okay. 

Q "But | believe he" -- Secretary Blinken -- "called to ask the question first and 


then followed up with the email." Now, the question related here is whether or not he 
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had heard about the Hunter Biden laptop story. 

So Mr. Jordan responds. "Close together?" 

And Mr. Morell says: "I think -- you know, given the time stamps on here, | feel 
that, you know, when | say -- Congressman, | say, just wondering if you guys -- if you think 
the Russians played in the Hunter Biden -- the Russians played in the Hunter Biden 
thing?" 

Now, to clarify -- and, again, | apologize that it's not abundantly clear here, but I'm 
happy to provide an expanded version of the transcript, if you would like, following the 
end of this transcribed interview. 

But Mr. Morell is indicating that Secretary Blinken, then who would have just been 
part of the Biden campaign, reached out to him directly to ask if he had any idea whether 
or not the Russians were involved in the Hunter Biden laptop story. 

Were you aware of any such discussions between, you know, Secretary Blinken, 
Mr. Morell? 

A No, | would not have been aware of any of that. So just to be clear here, 
where it says, "Congressman, | say -- just wondering if you guys -- if you think the Russians 
played in the Hunter Biden thing" -- that's Mr. Morell quoting -- 

Q Secretary Blinken. 

A -- Secretary Blinken. 

Q Yes. lunderstand -- 

A | know -- yeah, it's a little -- 

Q__ It's alittle hard to read the transcript sometimes, but yeah. And I'm happy 
to provide an expanded transcript if you guys would like that for during the -- 

Mr. Green. The question, was he aware of this exchange between Morell and 


Blinken? 


24 


25 


76 


Ms. . Right. 


Mr. Makridis. | was not aware of this exchange. 
By Ss. a : 

Q Were you aware of any discussions between the CIA and then at the time 
Mr. Blinken when he was working for the Biden campaign? 

A I'm not aware of any discussions. 

Q_ And are you aware that Secretary Blinken, when working for the Biden 
campaign at the time, called Mr. Morell, and that phone call was the impetus for 
Mr. Morell drafting this statement? 

A | was unaware of that. 

Q_ Andare you aware that Mr. Morell, based on the testimony he gave before 
us on this committee on April 4th, had not even read the New York Post story regarding 
the Hunter Biden laptop prior to his phone call with Mr. Blinken? 

A Not aware. 

Q In hindsight, does this kind of coordination between Mr. Blinken, who at the 
time was working for the campaign, and Mr. Morell give you any kind of pause? 

A | don't know. These are just a few excerpts of a conversation. It's hard 
to, you know, make a judgment based on a couple of -- | have no idea what their 
relationship is or what their conversations were like, so I'm not sure I'm in a position 
where | could answer that. 

Q_ Right. But if you were in Mr. Morell's shoes, would you feel comfortable 
speaking to someone who is actively working on the Biden campaign about, you know, 
potentially drafting a statement that implied that there was Russian disinformation 
involved in a story very relevant to the current presidential campaign at the time? 


A Look, | don't think | could put myself into Mr. Morell's shoes. So | 
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just -- there's too much to know and understand to make a judgment about what 
someone else decided to do. 
BY MR. TRAINOR: 

Q Well, but | think the question is putting yourself in that position, right? 
You're a high-ranking former intelligence official. I'm sure you have friends. 

Assume you had a relationship with Mr. Blinken, who at the time is a senior 
campaign advisor to the Biden campaign. _ If he calls you up and he asks you similar to 
what he asks Mr. Morell, would you feel comfortable doing what Mr. Morell did, 
essentially, in this instance? 

A | think that's impossible to answer without having all the backdrop of the 
relationship, and so it's purely speculative. And I'm not sure how | would actually 
answer that question that made any -- any sense. 

Q But given your prior testimony about the concerns of separating politics 
from CIA, is it fair to say that you would have deep concerns about this entanglement 
between a political campaign and your prior career as an intelligence official? 

A What | said before was that | wouldn't get involved in things that appeared 
political, and | would -- that's what I've done to date, and that's what I'll continue to do. 
So | guess you can draw a conclusion from that. 

Q__ | guess the conclusion is you would not do what Mr. Morell did then. Is 
that fair to say? 

A | wouldn't get involved in politics. 

By MS. i: 

Q_ Now, to expand a little bit, perhaps ask the question a different way, would 

it give you pause that the Biden campaign could have been trying to capitalize on the 


credentials of former intelligence officials to quash negative reporting for political 
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purposes? Would that, in general, give you pause? 

A | don't know how | would make that determination unless someone actually 
told me that. You know, if | was in a position where someone said, | need your 
credentials because | want to do X, Y, or Z, it's purely speculative. And! don't 
know -- not being in that position, | don't know how | would answer that question. 

Q_ Right. But if someone had asked you -- 

A Had asked me exactly what? 

Q We would like you to create a statement that helps, you know, undercut the 
story about the Hunter Biden laptop because we believe that it is some kind of Russian 
influence campaign, you said that you would stay out of it. 

Would it give you pause that they were asking you to be involved in that kind of 
statement? 

A Certainly, | would pause. 

Q_ And would it concern you if the Biden campaign was able to capitalize on the 
approval process of the CIA to score debate talking points ahead of an American 
presidential election? 

A I'm sorry. Can you rephrase the question? 

Q_ Soas we've talked about, the CIA was involved in the review and approval of 
the statement for publication to make sure that it was fit for public consumption. 

A _ That -- that there was no classified information in the statement. Beyond 
that, CIA didn't have a role. 

Q Okay. Would it give you pause that the Biden campaign was ultimately 
able to capitalize on the CIA's approval process to get a statement published that would 
score debate talking points for a presidential election? 


Mr. Green. What do you mean by capitalize? | mean, | think Mr. Makridis has 
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testified that there was a process, and this publication went through it. 

Ms. Right. But -- so based on this conversation and based on the 
testimony that Mr. Morell provided on April 4th in his transcribed interview, then a senior 
official in the Biden campaign, now Secretary Blinken, called him, asked him his opinion 
on the Hunter Biden laptop story, and that was the impetus for Mr. Morell writing the 
story. 

This wasn't Mr. Morell on his own terms deciding that it was necessary to get the 
story out there. This was something that was prompted by an official who was working 
for the Biden campaign at the time. 

By vs. a : 

Q Do you think that there is a significant difference between Mr. Morell, a 
former intelligence official, deciding to write the statement on his own and an official on 
the Biden campaign prompting him to write such a statement? 

A Well, certainly, those are two different things -- 

Q Okay. 

-- as you stated. 

Q_ Now, for this next one, we'll kind of go slowly, but we're going to look at 
exhibits 4 and 5 side by side. 

A Sorry. Which is exhibit -- 

Q So that would have been the productions made by the CIA to the 
committees dated February 7th and March 29th. 

Now, for exhibit 4, we're going to focus on -- and, again, this is -- 

Mr. Trainor. February 7th letter. 

Ms. February 7th and March 29th. 


Mr. Makridis. | think that is thisone here. This is February 7th. 
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Mr. Green. Okay. 

Mr. Makridis. And March 29th. 

Ms. aa. Yes. And so we're going to focus in the exhibit 4 dated February 
7th on the pages Bates stamped 232 and 233. 

And for the exhibit 5 dated March 29th, we're going to look at the pages Bates 
stamped 178 through 180. I'll give you a chance to just refresh your memories on -- on 
those pages. 


Mr. Green. Yeah. | don't think we've looked at 178 through 180 yet. 


Ms. a. Oh, I'm sorry. 
BY MR. i: 


Q Yes. Take yourtime. Read through it. 
And then just page 232? 

Q_ So it's 232 and 233. 

Now, since you've been able to kind of look at both of them, can you confirm that 
the first two emails, which would be on Bates stamped page 180 for exhibit 5 and Bates 
stamp page 233 for exhibit 4. 

Can you confirm that these first two emails sent in both exhibits -- so starting from 
the bottom of the pages -- have the same subject lines throughout the subsequent email 
chain? 


A Wait. So we're starting with 180 and working up? 


Q Yeah. Soifwe look at 180, which would have been the bottom one -- 
A Yeah. 

Q_ --working up is the first email in the chain. 

A PCRB item of interest 20 October -- 


Correct. 


se) 
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A _ --two of two. 
Q_ And that's the same subject line throughout that exhibit? 
Yes, all the way up to 178. 

Q_ Allthe way up to 178. 

Mr. Green. Yeah. I'm -- so some of them say FW and some of them don't. 

Ms. Je. Correct. So some have been forwarded, but not all of them 
have. 

By vs. i : 

Q_ And now on pages 232 through 233 in exhibit 4, if you could please look at 
the subject lines, they also read PCRB item of interest 20 October two of two, and then 
again the second email in each of these exhibits have been forwarded on to other 
senders. 

Can you confirm that the dates and times of the first two emails -- so, again, 
starting at the bottom of the page. So 180 and 233 -- that the first two emails sent in 
both of these exhibits are the same? So l'll help, seeing this is a little bit of a 
walk-through. 

But in exhibit 5 and exhibit 4, the first email is both sent at 9:49 a.m. Can you 
confirm that's accurate? 

A _ That appears to be what they both say. 

Q_ And then the first email that is forwarded reading, FYSA, which is an 
acronym for, for your situational awareness, both of those have been sent at 10:00 a.m., 
correct? 

A I'm sorry. Where is the -- 

Mr.Green. Sorry. Say that one more time. 


Ms. a. So this -- it's at the bottom on exhibit 4, the very bottom, 
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shows -- so I'll kind of put this up. 
So this email forward, FYSA, in exhibit 4 is dated -- 10:00 a.m. 
Mr. Green. Yep. 
By vs. i : 

Q  Andthe same email is also dated at 10:00 a.m., but there are redactions in 
the exhibit 5? 

A Apologize. Here this says 10:11 a.m. 

Q But the time stamp below it, at the bottom of the page? 

A 10:02. 

Mr. Green. 10:02. 

By VS. a: 

Q Which one are you looking at? Sorry. 

A Page 178. 

Q  Oh,yes. So--| know this takes a second, but page 179 in exhibit 5, the for 
your situational awareness email, is dated at 10:00 a.m. Correct? 

A Okay. Yes, 10:00. 

Mr. Green. I'm not sure if you're going to particular knowledge here, but -- so 
10:00, FYSA, and then 10:00, FYSA. 

Mr. Makridis. Okay. 

Ms. ae. Based on the similar subject lines and the time of the first two 
emails which were sent within the same time zone, can you confirm that the 
non-redacted content of the first two emails sent in both exhibits are the same? 

So both, say -- again, starting from the bottom on page 180 in exhibit 5, it 
forwards the -- here's the PCRB submission of interest for OPA's awareness dated at 9:49 


a.m., and then it is forwarded at 10:00 a.m. saying FYSA that is the same as what was sent 
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in exhibit 4 at 9:49 a.m. and at 10:00 a.m., FYSA? 


Mr. Makridis. Yeah. 


Ms. ae Great. 
By Ms. oe : 


Q Now, the third email responses in both exhibits do differ, as we have noted. 
However, based on the similarities we have just walked through, both exhibits appear to 
show a different third email response regarding the same initial chain, correct? 

The first two emails appear to be the same. The third email in the chain appears 
to be different. 

A _ The third email has gone to a different person. Is that what you're saying? 

Q_ Yes. 

Mr. Green. So just so we're clear, the third email in this says FYSA, and the third 
email in this says this. So is the question, is FYSA different than this? 

Than the good morning? 

Ms. aa. Correct. | mean, it starts to differ after the first two emails, 
right? So wecan at least establish that the first two emails appear to be a part of the 
same chain in both documents? 

Mr. Green. | think he can just testify to what the words on the page say. 


Ms. I. Right. 


Mr. Makridis. | have no other knowledge of them. 
BY MR. Je : 
Q But they appear to be the same? 
A From what you've put in front of me, yes, | think. 
Q So wecan then assume that the third email response in the document Bates 


stamped 178 through 180, which would have been exhibit 5, is also in reference to the 
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manuscript created by former DO Officer Marc Polymeropoulos as it does in exhibit 4 on 
page 233, correct? 

Mr. Green. So one more time. 

By Ms. i : 

Q__ Sothe third email response, which would be on page -- sorry. | know this is 
a little slow of a walk-through. 

But on 178, in exhibit 5, which starts with "Good morning" -- 

A Yes. 

Q - --wecan assume that that is in response to the same initial chain as what is 
depicted in exhibit 4 where it says, "PCRB received for review the attached talking points 
for media engagement on the Hunter Biden laptop story. The manuscript is by former 
DO Officer Marc Polymeropoulos"? 

Mr. Green. Obviously, your examination. If you want to represent to us that 
the two -- that the chains are the same and then they differ on the third, | don't think he 
has any reason to not take that representation. 

Ms. ae. Okay. Yes. 

Mr. Green. That may shortcut some of this. 

Ms. ae. Yes. That is what 1am representing to you. Thankyou. | 
appreciate your help. 

Mr. Green. Yep. 

Ms. Now, on page 178, focusing solely on exhibit 5, it reads: "Good 
morning." Redacted and redacted. "It appears" -- redacted -- "is actively involved ina 
pro-Biden campaign and may be disclosing classified information in his efforts. 

It is difficult to believe that the timing of the attached" -- blank -- "and 


the" -- blank -- "are coincidental" -- and there's more redacted information, and then it 
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ends with, "Thanks." And the signatory of this email is redacted. These redactions 
were made by the CIA, not by us. 

Based on the fact that these were in response to the same initial email chains, 
would it stand to reason that Mr. Polymeropoulos is the individual referenced in exhibit 5 
on 178 that is actively involved in a pro-Biden campaign? 

Mr. Green. | -- go ahead. 

Mr. Makridis. I'm not sure how | would -- not knowing -- 

Ms. ae Do you have any reason to say that it was not him who they were 
referencing? 

Mr. Green. I'm also -- I'm not super-comfortable with him speculating about 
what's been redacted by the CIA. 

Ms. a. That's fair, but we can at least establish that they are both in 
response to an email chain referencing Marc Polymeropoulos' manuscript talking points. 

Mr. Makridis. It appears that way. 

By MS. a : 

Q_ Itappearsthat way. Thank you. 

Do you think it is a problem that the CIA approved the statement and subsequent 
talking points that were submitted by Mr. Polymeropoulos despite having concerns that 
an individual -- speculatively, Mr. Polymeropoulos -- was actively involved in a pro-Biden 
campaign and could have been disclosing classified information in his efforts? 

A So the PCRB's job is to look for classification. | have no idea who this 
person is, why they believed what they believed, whether they contacted the PCRB. 
There's too many holes here for me to -- to comment. 

Q But just looking at the email chain itself, it stands to reason that this is an 


internal discussion to the CIA? 
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A It looks like an internal CIA email, yes. 

Q  Sosomeone at the CIA was speculating that an individual involved in the 
PCRB item of interest dated 20 October, which we have denoted, based on previous 
evidence, is Marc Polymeropoulos' talking points, could have been involved in a 
pro-Biden campaign, correct? 

A | mean, if you're representing that these are all the same documents, these 
responses are to the same documents, | understand. But I'm not sure what the question 
is. 

| don't think | can, sort of, parse out who said what, what role they were in, what 
position they were in, whether the PCRB was aware of their concerns. 

Q_ That's fair. But the CIA -- 

A Well, you can't say the CIA. | mean, CIA -- 

Q_ Anindividual at the CIA had these concerns that it was a pro-Biden 
campaign, correct? 

A Well, that's what it says here. 

Q Yes. Do you think, based on their concerns, that the approval of the 
statement tacitly involved the agency in a domestic election? 

A I'm not sure -- so this is someone saying that they believe that something 
here was a pro-Biden campaign. 

Q_ That the PCRB item of interest dated 20 October, which is Marc 
Polymeropoulos' talking points -- 

A | mean, | think CIA approves things based on classification or -- and that's it. 
So | don't know how to go further than that. That's a process that really looks only at 
one thing, and that's the release of classified information. 


BY MR. TRAINOR: 
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Q Let meask you this, Mr. Makridis, so the PCRB has a concern about the 
potential dissemination of classified information. It exists to prevent that, correct? 

A Correct. 

Q__ So, presumably, someone at the agency, if not at the PCRB, says, somebody 
actively involved in a presidential campaign may be seeking to disclose classified 
information. That's a separate question, isn't it? 

It sort of builds on the concern about disseminating classified information. 

That's a no-no. And then it says, and they're doing this to support a presidential 
campaign. So we have two -- would you agree both -- both parts of this are -- should be 
concerning? 

Mr. Green. I'm just going to interject. There's a whole bunch that's embedded 
in that question that | don't think we've established on the record. 

We don't know if this top chain is from the PCRB or if someone else then 
forwarded it outside that process. And | think a lot of the words that you used there are 
not actually in the email. 

So if you're asking him to answer that hypothetically, he can do that. But | think 
if it's tethered to this email, there's some assumptions there that | don't think he has the 
knowledge to answer. 

BY MR. TRAINOR: 

Q__lappreciate that. It is tethered to the email. And any parts that are 
hypothetical, I'd ask you to respond to the question as asked. The record has been 
made, but if you would answer my question. 

A Sorry. Give me your question one more time just to make sure I'm 
answering the right question. 


Q Yes. Ithink what | was trying to tease out here is, PCRB, we have to look 
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for classified information. We can't disclose that, correct? 

A Correct. 

Q Okay. Now, someone trying to assist a presidential campaign using 
classified information -- potentially using classified information from the CIA, fair to say 
even bigger no-no, if | may? 

A Use of classified information, regardless of the purpose, is a no-no. 

Q_ Right. 

A Whether that's for personal gain, political gain, or just a mistake. That'sa 
no-no. Sol -- the focus here is on classified information. That the 
publication -- pre-publication classification review board, when they set this up, said 
there is -- basically, by setting it up, there is no classified or classified had been removed. 
| don't know which. Whatever had been done had been done. 

But there was no classified in it, and that's really the focus of the agency, whether 
or not there's classified information. And you're right, it's a no-no to use classified 
information for any purpose when you're no longer a CIA employee or to a group of 
people who aren't cleared for the information. 

Q_ Right. And -- but what is significant here is this person is then saying this is 
being used in pursuit of a presidential campaign, right? So someone -- someone at CIA 
made this representation. Wedidn't say it. Somebody -- somebody said it. 

A | see that. 

Q_ Right. So somebody used their judgment to say, hey, not just classified 
information, pro-Biden campaign guy trying to use classified information. 

Doesn't that add -- doesn't that tell us that there's an additional dimension of 
concern? 


A The dimension of concern for CIA is classified information. So none 
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of -- you know, that construct you just created wouldn't hold up if there wasn't classified 
information in it. 
By Ms. i : 

Q Well, also -- 

A So that -- the goal of the agency's pre-publication classification review board 
is to prevent the release of classified information for whatever purpose. 

Q_ The CIA's mission is also -- you know, its jurisdiction is restricted to foreign 
intelligence matters, correct? It is not meant to be involved in U.S. domestic issues -- 

A Does not -- 

Q_ --unless it emanates from overseas? 

Correct. It's an overseas -- it's a foreign mission. 

Q _ Soit would be irresponsible for any official to be involved in a pro-Biden 
campaign if they were part of the CIA? 

A _ There's Hatch Act -- 

Q_ Correct. 

A -- kind of issues. So if you were a serving officer, you can't get involved in 
political campaigns. 

Q_ And just to close out on this email, the second part says, "It is difficult to 
believe that the timing of the attached and the attached are coincidental." 

And we've established that the attached is the PCRB item of interest dated 
October 20, 2020, which was Marc Polymeropoulos' talking points related to the October 
19th statement. 

When they say that it's hard to believe that the timing of that attached and the 
blank are coincidental, do you think it could be that the CIA staff member in question 


found it difficult to believe that the timing of the attached talking points and the October 
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2020 presidential debate were coincidental? Is that at all possible? 

Mr. Green. | mean, if you're asking him to speculate and try and give evidence 
on what the CIA has redacted, | don't think it's appropriate for him to do that. 

Ms. ae. Right. But I'm asking based on the timeline of these emails sent 
and the content of the email in question, that it could have been possible that they were 
concerned about the timing of these talking points in tandem with the American 
presidential debate. 

Mr. Makridis. | have no -- | don't know who this person is, what they thought, 
how they thought, what connections they were making. 

You know, a lot of things are possible, you know, from reading any sentence. So 
| -- | mean, it's pure speculation. 

By MS. a: 

Q Would you find any such timing yourself, personally, to be coincidental? 
That this was submitted a mere few days before the American presidential debate and 
mere weeks before the actual election itself? 

A | don't know. | just -- I'm just not focused on this. So I'm not sure | can 
give you a good answer or give you any answer. 

Q Now, ! want to focus on exhibit 5, a different page. 

A Which one is 5? 

Q So exhibit 5 would be the -- dated March 29th, and we're going to look at 
pages we haven't read before, which is, | believe, 157 through 158. We've looked at 
part of this, but not -- we haven't discussed the entire email chain. 

A 157 and 158? 

Q Correct. And 158 is just the tail end of the -- 


A Says unclassified. 
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Q_ So the subject line of this email chain is letter from former IC officers, and it 
is dated on October 20th, 2020. 

Could you please read the content of the top email into the record? 

A "| also love that at least a few of the random signatures belong to individuals 
currently working here on contracts." 

Q Thankyou. This email sent between CIA staff members on October 20, 
2020, referencing the October 19th statement that had been submitted by Mr. Morell for 
review and approval by the PCRB references concerns that there were signatories of the 
statement who were on active contract with the CIA, correct? 

A That's what it says. 

Q_ Doyou have concerns that there could have been individuals on active 
contract with the CIA involved in the statement? 

A The PCRB review process would have looked at -- at that. So they would 
have handled that issue if it were a problem. 

Q Do you think it's appropriate for individuals who are on active contract with 
the CIA to be involved with a statement that was intended to give talking points to the 
Biden campaign, which they would have known about because Mr. Morell told them the 
exact intent of the statement when asking for signatures? 

A So, to be honest, | know the rules for CIA employees. | don't know exactly 
what the rules are for contractors and what they're allowed to do and not do when 
they're on contract. So |'m not sure where the -- where the lines are there. 

Q_ Right. You consult now, not necessarily for the Intelligence Community, 
but just in general on a variety of issues that are sometimes related to national security, 
as you've stated before. 


Would you yourself sign on to a letter as someone who actively consults and could 
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have the potential to be consulting for an intelligence component to this kind of 
statement? 

A | wouldn't sign on for the reasons | mentioned before, staying out of the 
political fray. 

BY MR. TRAINOR: 

Q Well, let me ask you this, Mr. Makridis. If you were running the CIA now, 
never mind what the rules are for contractors, which you say you're not familiar, if CIA 
came to you and said, hey, Mr. Makridis, you got -- 

A If | was a director of CIA, is that what you're saying? 

Q You're a director of CIA, got a ton of experience. 

Should contractors be permitted to sign on to opinion political statements while 
they have an active contract with the CIA? Yes or no? 

A Purely hypothetical. 

Q_ It'sahypothetical. But what is your judgment? 

A My judgment is | would make a call to the office of general counsel and have 
that person come in, and we would have that discussion. 

Q But just asking your opinion. 

A So my opinion, should contractors be under the same strictures; is that the 
question? 

By MS. i: 

Q  Soletmerephrase. Mr. Morell testified before Congress on April 4th, 
2023, that it would be inappropriate for a currently serving staff officer or a contractor to 
be involved in the political process. 

Do you agree with Mr. Morell's statement? 


A | think that's generally understood. 
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Q Generally understood. Thank you. 

Do you think that there should be any restrictions or safeguards preventing 
intelligence contractors or consultants from engaging in political activity in the weeks 
before a U.S. presidential election, especially if they have access to sensitive information 
that could be relevant? 

A | think that's a legal matter, and that would have to be determined by office 
of general counsel. 

Q_ And you're not aware if there are currently any restrictions preventing CIA 
contractors from using Federal Government resources for partisan activities? 

A | don't know what the rules are. | think it depends on how contracts are 
structured. Sol can't say that I'm familiar. 

Q__Isit possible that any of these signatories who has now been confirmed that 
at least a few of them were on contract with the CIA, as confirmed by internal CIA emails, 
do you think it is possible that any of these signatories had access or could have used 
information to promote the statement internally within the CIA? 

A Gosh, | don't know. 

Q__Isit possible that, given the inside access afforded to them as contractors for 
the CIA, that some of these signatories could have leveraged their positions to expedite 
the statement of the CIA's review process? 

A You know, | don't have any firsthand knowledge. It seems unlikely. The 
process is pretty well-worn process. 

Q Okay. Thankyou. Did you speak to any other offices or staff outside the 
PCRB at the CIA regarding the statement? 

A Atthe time or -- no. 


Q_ Atthe time, while it was under review. 
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A No. 

Mr. Green. And other than, you know, providing notification he had to be here 
to testify. 

Mr. Makridis. Providing notification to the director or deputy director. 

By Ms. i : 

Q_ To the best of your knowledge, was the statement sent to any of the other 
intelligence agencies? 

A | -- | have no --| don't know. [don't know. And! don't know who would 
have sent it. 

Q Okay. | would like in the same exhibit, exhibit 5, for you to turn to the page 
Bates stamped 67. Should be at the front of the pack. 

A Okay. Is it just this one page, or is there -- 

Q It's just the one page. Thank you. 

So this email dated October 19th, 2020, with the subject line request quick turn 
and dash link to attachments is an email from an information analyst working under 
ODNI's chief operating officer to the CIA, PCRB, and it states that the DNI pre-publication 
has no objections to the product's release, but that they defer to the CIA to provide the 
official clearance decisions to the requesters. 

This confirms that the CIA coordinated, to some degree, with ODNI regarding its 
review of the October 19th statement, correct? 

A That's what this implies, yes. 

Q___Isit standard protocol to engage with the ODNI's pre-publication group 
regarding submissions to the CIA's PCRB? 

A It's possible. | don't -- don't know enough the details about exactly how 


the PCRB does their job. So clearly, they -- they did it in this instance. 
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Q_ Have you ever interacted with any of your counterparts at ODNI regarding, 
you know, these kinds of statements when you are, you know, maybe notifying for your 
director at the time. Did you also occasionally, you know, reach over to ODNI, so to 
speak, to let them know that this was also coming down the pike? 

A | don't recall reaching over to ODNI on -- on any of these. 

Q Do you think that the review of this submission rose to ODNI's COO's level 
due to the impact the statement could have had on the 2020 presidential election? Is 
that at all possible? 

A | don't know the DNI process. They may have a similar process in place 
that we did. Anything written by a former senior would rise up to the chief operating 
officer to inform, you know, their principals. So they may have had a similar process in 
place. 

Q Okay. 

A But | -- | don't know. 

Q_ Thank you. 

Mr. Trainor. Mr. Makridis, | want to direct your attention back to the 51 
intelligence official public statement. 

Ms. ae. Exhibit 2, which would have been the letter. 

Mr. Green. Yep. 

BY MR. TRAINOR: 

QI think you testified earlier you never had actually seen something analogous 
to this type of public statement that many former intelligence officials, something weeks 
before an election. Was that fair to say? 

A | think what | said is | hadn't seen anything with that many officials on it 


regardless of what -- you know, regardless of the content. 
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Q Have you ever seen something similar with active or former contractors with 
the CIA putting their names to a letter like this or any -- 

A You know, if contractors were to write something and it were to go out, it 
would not have probably risen to my level on -- in the process that | just described earlier. 
So | don't know. 

Q Have you ever seen public statements with this many former intelligence 
officials signed and released three days -- concerning a presidential campaign three days 
before a presidential debate? 

A Well, given that it was -- | was only in that job for four years and there was 
only one presidential election in that interval, | don't know if | can comment on whether 
things like this would have come up before or other presidential elections. | would not 
have been in the loop on that process. 

Q  Doyou have any prior awareness of whether or not something like this has 
happened before? 

A | don't have any awareness one way or the other. 

Q Okay. 

Ms. ae. Just one final question from me. 

By MS. a : 

Q__ Given the fact that individuals internally at the CIA had concerns about the 
political nature of the statement and subsequent talking points, do you think that any of 
the signatories who were on active contract could have been, you know, violating the 
trust and access of their positions by signing on to a politically charged statement that the 
CIA had concerns about, frustrations about? 

A | don't know. | -- | don't know who was involved as far as, you know, what 


the roles were, who they knew at the agency. | don't have any insight into how people 
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may or may not have used their roles. 

Q  Butas you've testified before, you yourself would not have made the same 
decision that those signatories did? 

A Because | stay out of politics -- 

Q_ Thank you. 

A -- for good reason. 

Mr. Trainor. One more question. | think you said when our Democrat friends 
were asking you questions in the last hour, absent the congressional investigation that 
emanates or emanating from this statement, the October 19th statement, you would not 
find that statement political? Dol understand that correctly? 

Mr. Green. I'm not sure that that's what he -- go ahead. 

Mr. Makridis. Would | find what political? 

Mr. Trainor. Sol think you were asked at the last hour in minority questioning, 
did you -- is it your opinion this statement of the 51 former intelligence officials was a 
political statement as -- because of the congressional investigation that followed? Was 
that your testimony? 

By VS. a: 

Q = Or was it inherently political? 

A Well, | said | wouldn't be involved in politics, right? So that's what you're, 
sort of, getting at. Can youread this? | mean, it's talking about President Trump, Vice 
President Biden. | mean, you can't not -- you can't read that and say there isn't politics 
involved of some nature. 

Q_ Right. And the CIA officials at the time, as we've seen in the email chains, 
agreed that this seems to be a pro-Biden campaign, so inherently -- 


A _ That's a single email from some person that we don't know who it was. 
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Q_ Right. But atleast one person at the CIA had concern that this was part of 
a pro-Biden and inherently political regardless of the involvement of the -- of Congress? 

A _ That's what the email that you put in front of me said. 

Ms. ae. Okay. Thank you. Wecan go off the record. 

[Recess. ] 

Ms. J. It's 1:11. We're back on the record. 

By vs. ae 

Q | want to return to the discussion that we were having earlier about 
Mr. Morell's conversations with Mr. Blinken. 

Do you recall that discussion? 

A Yes. 

Q | want to introduce as exhibit 12 the rest of the transcript or other portions 
of the transcript. 

A Of the one | just received? 

Q Yep. So you have, | think, marked as 11. 

This is the old first one? Oh, it's the same -- 


Q_It'sthe same one. It's just a-- oh, wait. Hold on. 


Ms. J: a. this isn't -- these aren't the right pages. 
Ms. They're not? 


Ms. J. Sorry. We'll pull those back and get them. 


Mr. Makridis. | don't have one. 
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[1:12 p.m.] 

Ms. J. Okay, we'll get back to that. 

| want to turn instead to the emails we were just talking through, and let's start 
with the email that's Bates stamped page 233 that's in exhibit 4. 

Mr. Green. And which is exhibit 4? 

Ms. J. Sorry. Exhibit 4 is the February 7, 2024, letter and the 
accompanying production. 


Mr. Green. Gotit. Thank you. 


By Ms. ie: 


Q Before | get into this, do you know Marc Polymeropoulos? 
A | don't think we've ever met. 

Q  Doyou know who he is? 

A | do know who he is. 


Q_ And what's your understanding of who he is? 

A Former DO officer, been retired for a few years. 

Q_ Are you aware that at the same time, the same time frame, so October 19th, 
20th, 21st of 2020, Mr. Polymeropoulos had also sought clearance on an unrelated 
manuscript? 

A No, that didn't come to my -- | don't recall that. 

Q_ And it wasn't brought up in the prior hour, correct? 

Right. 

Q So! want to look at this email on the bottom of page 233. The email reads: 
"Here is a PCRB submission of interest for OPA's situational awareness." And OPA is the 
Office of Public Affairs, correct?" 


A That's correct. 
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Q  "PCRB received for review the attached talking points for media engagement 
on the Hunter Biden laptop story. The manuscript is by former DO officer Marc 
Polymeropoulos. PCRB has determined the manuscript contains classified information, 
the removal of which would enable publication." 

Do you see -- did | read that correctly? 

A | see that, yes. 

Q Okay. 

So this says that the review board is commenting on talking points, correct? 

A _ That's what it appears to say, yes. 

Q. Andthe October 19th letter was aletter. They weren't talking points, 
correct? So the letter that was signed by the 51 former intelligence officials was a 
letter. It was not talking points? 

A It was not talking points. 

Q__ So this letter, this email from the PCRB is not commenting on the 
October 19th letter, correct? 

A It doesn't appear to be. 

Q Okay. It's commenting on talking points? 

It says talking points, yes. 

Q_ And we talked through in the minority's prior hour that the rule of the PCRB 
is to look for classified information, correct? 

A Correct. 

Q_ And in this particular email, the PCRB found that, in fact, the proposed 
talking points did contain classified information, correct? 

A Has determined the manuscript contains classified information. 


Q_ And sothe PCRB did not clear this manuscript or these talking points, 
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correct? 

A _ That would be the normal process. 

QI mean, it says -- the email says, "PCRB has determined the manuscript 
contains classified information, the removal of which would enable publication." 

So in other words, with the information currently in, it's not cleared for 
publication, correct? 

A Correct. 

Q__ So turning to in the other -- keep this out. But in the other exhibit, which is 
exhibit 5 -- 

A Which is 157? 

Q 157, yes, that email -- I'm sorry. Page 178. 

I'm sorry. Page what? 

Q 178 -- actually, I'm sorry. Page -- this is very confusing. | apologize. 

The bottom of page 180. Do you see where it says, "PCRB has determined the 
manuscript contains classified information, the removal of which would enable 
publication"? 

A Yes. 

Q Okay. So whatever manuscript this email is talking about -- | realize the line 
before it is redacting -- that email or that manuscript also was not cleared unless the 
classified information was removed, correct? 

A _ Yes, that's what the language suggests. 

Q So then turning to the email on page 178, which is earlier -- which is a later 
email in this chain. 

A Are we looking at the top? 


Q_ The top, yeah, the top email. 
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First of all, we don't know who this person is? We don't know who sent this 


email? 


> 


> Pp 


Q 


It's redacted. 

It's redacted. So and we don't know what office this person was in? 
There is nothing here to indicate an office. 

Okay, so -- 

That's not -- 

-- we know nothing about who sent this email, basically? 

| think that's probably correct. 


Okay. 


The text of the email says that somebody, whose name is redacted, may be 


disposing classified information in his efforts. Do you see where it says that? 


A 


Q 


information. 


First line. 
But, in fact, whoever it was, was not cleared to discuss classified 


In fact, the PCRB said that the manuscript contains classified information, 


and it has to be removed for it to be published, correct? 


Mr. Green. _ If you're linking the first with the bottom. 


Mr. Makridis. With the last. 


Ms. a. Right. Exactly. 


Mr. Green. But we don't have any -- 


Q 


A 


Q 


statement. 


BY MS. ie: 


We don't know but that's what it appears to be on the face of it? 
If they were linked. 
And my point is just that whoever it was that sent this email made a 


That statement might have been incorrect. 
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A Certainly possible. 

Q Okay. 

And, in fact, assuming this chain is all one chain and that all these emails are 
linked, in fact, whoever it was that sent the email was not -- whoever it was that 
submitted the manuscript was not cleared to discuss it, absent removal of classified 
information? 

A Yes. It says the manuscript -- 

Q_ Right. 

-- isn't cleared, yes. 

Q Okay. 

Like | said, there's a lot of papers. 

Okay. If you can turn to page 157. What's the Bates number on 157? 

A Same document? 

Q__ It's majority exhibit 5. 

Just a couple quick questions about the email at the top of the chain regarding the 
contract -- people -- "individuals working here on contracts." Again, the from line and 
the to line, actually, in both of these emails are redacted, correct? 

A _ Yes, identifying information is redacted. 

Q_ Right. 

So the individuals who sent and responded to the emails are redacted, and there's 
no information about who they are or what office they might be from, correct? 

A __ There is certainly nothing that | can see here that would indicate an office. 

Q__ So looking at the face of these emails, we don't know who this person was 
that suggested there were individuals working here on contracts, correct? 


A _ There is nothing here to identify that person. 
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Q_ And so we don't know if the person who sent this email actually would have 
knowledge of that or not, correct? 
A Not knowing who it is, correct. 
Q Okay. Wecan put those aside. 
| want to return -- 
A Put these aside? 
Q_ Yes. 
-- to what we began to introduce the last time, the discussion about Mr. Morell's 
interactions with Mr. Blinken. And, again, you recall that conversation in the prior hour? 
A Yes. 
Q We're going to introduce as exhibit 12. 
[Makridis Exhibit No. 12 
was marked for identification. ] 
By vs. i: 
Q__ Additional portions of the transcript, of Mr. Morell's transcript. And the 
prior exhibit, exhibit 11, | think you were just given part of page 19. I'm going to read 
out loud from the top of page -- sorry, the bottom of page 20 to the top of page 21. 


So the majority counsel asked Mr. Morell -- 


A Is that Ms. i? 
Q Ms. yes. 


"Thank you. And you said now Secretary Blinken was employed by the Biden 
campaign at the time he sent this email, correct? 

"Answer: _ It's my understanding is that he was employed. 

"Question: When he called you, did he direct, suggest, or insinuate in any way 


that you should write a letter or statement on this topic? 
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"Answer: My memory is that he did not, right. My memory is that he asked me 
what | thought. 

"Question: Okay. It wasn't: The campaign could use some help on this. 
Could you -- 

"Answer: He did not say that. 

"Question: -- cook up something that we could use? 

"Answer: — It's not my memory that he said that. " 

Did | read that correctly? 

A Yes. 

Q Okay, so -- 

And the answers here are from Mr. Morell? 

Q Mr. Morell. 

So when Mr. Morell testified, he was actually asked if Mr. Blinken asked him or 
insinuated or suggested that he should write a letter or statement on the laptop. Do 
you see where -- that's a correct recounting of what this says, right? 

A Yes. 

Q_ And he said, pretty straightforwardly, that, no, neither Mr. Blinken nor the 
campaign asked him to write the letter, correct? 

A It says, "It's not my memory." 

Q Okay. 

A He doesn't recall. 

Q_ Right. 

And he says -- the question was: "Okay. It wasn't the campaign could use 
some help on this. Could you -- 


"Answer: He did not say that." 
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Do you see where it says that? 

A | do see that. 

Q Okay. 1|just wanted to clarify the record on that piece of what Mr. Morell 
testified to when he was before the committee. 

A Okay. 

Are we done with this document? 

Q  We'redone. | just wanted to clarify the record as we go. 

Finally, in the prior hour, you were asked about ODNI Director Ratcliffe's 
statement about the laptop. Do you recall that conversation? 

A Yes. 

Q Okay. 

And the statement was made that Mr. Ratcliffe would have made presumably 
more information -- more access to information than the 51 IC letter signatories, correct? 

A As DNI, he would have access to any classified information he chose to read. 

Q Okay. 

So | want to look at another intelligence product that would have also had access 
to presumably classified information. 

I'm going to introduce as exhibit 13. 

[Makridis Exhibit No. 13 
was marked for identification. ] 
By Ms. i: 

Q_ The March 2021 National Intelligence Council Intelligence Community 
Assessment about foreign threats to the 2020 U.S. Federal elections. This is a long 
document. I'm not going to ask you to read the whole thing, because we'll be here for a 


while? 
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We want to look at Key Judgment 2, which is on page Roman numeral one. 
A Okay. So you're asking me to read? 
Q Key Judgment 2. 
Key Judgment 2? 
Q_ And, actually, can you turn back to the cover page of this document. This 
document was drafted by the National Intelligence Council, correct? 
A Correct. 


Q_ That's sometimes known as the NIC? 


> 


The NIC, yes. 

Q What is the NIC? 

A The NIC is all of the various intelligence agencies have a representative at 
the National Intelligence Council. They weigh in on big strategic matters. 

So as you can see from the logos, you know, most of the Intelligence Community 
or all OF THE Intelligence Community is represented in these kind of publications. 

Q Okay. 

So people working with the NIC through these various intelligence agencies would 
have access to probably pretty substantial classified information. Is that fair to say? 

A If they were writing the document, they would all have the same access. 

Q Okay. 


And | want to look -- 


BY MR. ie: 


Q You're a former analyst, correct? 

A Yes. 

Q How many years did you spend as an analyst again? 
A Of my 38 years at the Agency, probably 20 of them. 
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Q_ Isthe NIC considered a relatively prestigious analytic job to get? 

A Yes, because you're, you know, weighing in on big strategic issues. They 
tend to send, you know, experts. And it varies, you know, who goes to the NIC and sits 
on these kind of meetings. But it's typically people who have a fair amount of expertise. 

By Ms. i: 

Q Looking down in the -- and I'm sorry this is small print. At the bottom in 
italics -- 

A | have my glasses. 

Q --itreads: "This Intelligence Community Assessment was prepared by the 
National Intelligence Council under the auspices of the National Intelligence Officer, NIO, 
for Cyber." 

And then I'm going to go through each one of these agencies and ask you to clarify 
what each one is. 

It was drafted by the National Intelligence Council and CIA. That's the Central 
Intelligence Agency, correct? 

A Correct. 

Q DHS. That's the Department of Homeland Security, correct? 

A Correct. 

Q_ FBI. That's the Federal Bureau of Investigation, correct? 

A Correct. 

Q INR. That's the Bureau of Intelligence and Research at the State 
Department, correct? 

A Correct. 

Q  AndNSA._ That's the National Security Agency, correct? 


A Correct. 
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Q_ And coordinated with CIA, DHS, FBI, INR, Treasury. That's the Department 
of the Treasury, correct? 

A Correct. 

Q  AndNsSA. 

A _ That's what it says, yes. 

Q So what it's saying is all of these agencies played a role in producing this 
assessment, correct? 

A Yes. 

Q Okay. 

So turning back to Key Judgment 2 on Roman numeral one. And, again, the 
statement was made in the earlier hour that Mr. Ratcliffe had said that the Hunter Biden 
laptop was not Russian disinformation, that he would have had access to classified 
information when he made that assessment. 

So | want to read Key Judgment 2 into the record. Itreads: "We assess that 
Russian President Putin authorized, and a range of Russian government organizations 
conducted, influence operations aimed at denigrating President Biden's candidacy and 
the Democratic Party, supporting former President Trump, undermining public 
confidence in the electoral process, and exacerbating sociopolitical divisions in the U.S. 

Unlike in 2016, we did not see persistent Russian cyber efforts to gain access to 
election infrastructure. We have high confidence in our assessment. Russian state and 
proxy actors who all serve the Kremlin's interests worked to affect U.S. public perceptions 
in a consistent manner. 

A key element of Moscow's strategy this election cycle was its use of proxies 
linked to Russian intelligence to push influence narratives, including misleading or 


unsubstantiated allegations against President Biden, to U.S. media organizations, U.S. 
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officials, and prominent U.S. individuals, including some close to former President Trump 
and his administration." 

Did | read that correctly? 

A You did. 

Q___ Inthe middle of that paragraph, it says, "We have high confidence in our 
assessment." 

Do you see where it says that? 

A Ido. 


Q_ Are you familiar with the term "high confidence"? 


> 


lam. 

Q Can you explain your understanding of what that means? 

A So typically, on broader judgments, and especially from the National 
Intelligence Council, they oftentimes carry a confidence level: High confidence, medium 
confidence, low confidence. 

And while it's not -- you know, | can't equate it toa number. | can't say high 
confidence means 90 percent or -- it means that there's general agreement among the 
authors, that there is enough information to support whatever the judgment is, as 
opposed to a judgment where authors or co-authors differ. 

Q Okay. 

A Which would get a different confidence level. 

Q So inthis case, all the authors that we just walked through, CIA, DHS, FBI, 
INR, NSA, and then Treasury as well, they would have all agreed that -- they would have 
all agreed that the statement could be made with high confidence? 

A _ Agree is a tricky word because you're dealing with a lot of individuals, and 


they all may have had slightly different views. But generally, they clearly agreed to 
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some extent here. Otherwise, would you have seen alternative views. 

Q Okay. And there's no alternative views here? 

A | haven't read the document. Nothing certainly in Key Judgment 2. 

Q_ Okay. 

And, again, | realize this does not use the words Hunter Biden laptop specifically, 
but it does say that a key element of Moscow's strategy was to push influence narratives, 
correct? 

A Yeah. Thisis a broad judgment about intent. 

Q But it says that Moscow was using proxies to push influence narratives, 
correct? 

A Without any specificity. 

Q_ Right. But it does say that that was happening? 

It does say that. 
Q Okay. 
Ms. i. Okay. |think we're good. Wecango off the record. 


[Whereupon, at 1:31 p.m., the interview was concluded. ] 
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